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“I believed, 
and therefore have 
I spoken” 

2 Cor. 4:13 


The Neunaber Case 


F OR several years now eight district presidents of Missouri 
have consistently said they were not bound by the Constitution 
and Bylaws of their church. 

They have openly upheld the broken agreements of their con¬ 
gregations, made when they became members of Missouri, and 
just as openly broken the vows they took when they themselves 
entered Missouri. 

There can be no question about these facts; they themselves 
state them and act according to their statements. 

They have acted against their church; they have caused confu¬ 
sion and consternation in her midst; and they have in no way 
shown any sign of repentance for what they have done to 
Missouri and have taken no action to reverse themselves and try 
to undo the damage Missouri has experienced. 

There seems to be no need to recite their positions and actions 
with respect to ELIM, Seminex, ordination, and other matters. 
Nor does it seem necessary to explore once more the theology 
they use to support their acts, a deviant theology, especially 
with regard to God’s Word, but often also in other matters. They 
interpret the Bible in ways never intended by God. 

No church body can live confessionally so torn apart. 

For that reason the Anaheim Convention voted a clear course 
of action for Missouri’s president in dealing with these eight: it 
determined the pastoral, firm and loving procedure he was to 
follow with them. 

The church at this convention stipulated that the president of 
Missouri was to deal pastorally with these eight and that, if he 
were unsuccessful, no later than 60 days before the district con¬ 
vention of a district headed by one of the eight, Missouri’s top 
man was to declare the office of such a district president vacant. 
The clear language left him no options. 


T HE test case turned out to be that of Dr. Neunaber of the 
Southern Illinois District. Since its convention occurs some time 
late in February, Missouri’s president had till about the 20th of 
December to carry out the will of Synod. 

He did not do this. 

In the early part of December he talked with Neunaber and 
others in the district and concluded that more counselling was 
necessary, that many lacked information or had distorted facts, 
and that a series of meetings on the circuit level should precede 
the convention in order to relieve tensions and to produce at the 
convention a harmony which will permit the district joyously to 
go forward again in Christ’s mission. 


Missouri’s president stated, “Our primary purpose is to gain 
the brother, to conduct life together pastorally, and to take 
counsel and discuss together in an atmosphere of love and 
patience in an effort to retain the bond of mutual confidence 
which should prevail in a church body.” 

It is a laudable goal. 

However, a decade of effort has gone into such conferring on 
many levels in dozens of committees and hundreds of meetings. 

Moreover, the Anaheim resolution occurred in the early part 
of July; in view of Missouri’s crisis, which presumably makes 
counselling with these eight one of the highest items on the 
president’s agenda, it seems a little odd that he could not get 
around to this primary task for five months and, then only, when 
the nearness of the Southern Illinois convention no longer made 
it possible for him to avoid it. 

The Neunaber case is the test case. 

Were it properly carried to its conclusion according to the 
Anaheim resolution, the long, uphill struggle of conservatives in 
Missouri might, by grace, soon be successfully concluded. 

0 NE section of Missouri’s governing documents may still 
give Missouri’s president the power to vacate the office. 

Does the Neunaber case indicate whether or not Missouri’s 
president is as subject to the Handbook and the decisions of 
Synod as the lowliest member of the church? 

Does he feel no more bound by the rulings of a convention than 
those who protest these decisions? 

It may be that success will nevertheless occur in the Illinois 
case. However, seven more district presidents must be dealt 
with and, judging from their statements and actions, they will 
maintain the theological stance they have taken. What will 
Missouri’s president do about them? 

Meanwhile, several other observations seem appropriate. 

Missouri’s president apparently has added to the confusion in 
his own church body. 

Moreover, it is difficult to believe, as he suggests, that a 
Southern Illinois resolution calling on all members of Synod to 
abide by its Handbook and decisions will have any far-reaching 
effect. , 

In addition, the long paragraph near the end of the president’s 
letter to Neunaber, almost urging upon him the various avenues 
of proper dissent open to him and seemingly encouraging him to 
use them, will hardly be beneficial to Missouri. 

Perhaps our current president can still lead us out of the 
morass into which Missouri has floundered. Pray God he will! 
Pray God to give him the strength of the convictions needed for 
that task! 
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The Tietjen Case—Unfinished Business 


Phase two of the Tietjen case, dealing only with his 
membership in Synod, has moved forward another step with tfie 
appeal of Pastors Buelow and Harnapp from the decision of 
Missouri District Vice-President Gerken to synodical President 
Preus in accordance with Bylaw 5.13. 

Phase one involved Dr. Tietjen’s fitness to be president of Con¬ 
cordia Seminary, St. Louis. After the charges against him un¬ 
derwent a three-fold evaluation by Synod’s Commission on 
Theology and Church Relations, the faculty hearings committee, 
and the Seminary Board of Control, the Board found him guilty 
on five counts of false doctrine and nine items of malfeasance. 

Following Dr. Tietjen’s unwillingness to appeal the case, the 
Board of Control decision regarding his seminary presidency 
became final. 

Since the charges are such that they could also lead to removal 
from the ministry of the church, the case, in this second phase, 
went first to the Missouri District President. He disqualified 
himself and gave the case to the District first vice-president, 
Rev. Oscar Gerken. He found Dr. Tietjen at variance with 
Synod’s doctrinal position on a number of counts but refused to 
disqualify him for the ministry. 

Much misunderstanding resulted in the church when some 
spoke of complete exoneration, of the case being now closed, and 


The Beck Translation 

In his early pastoral years at Clayton, Illinois, Dr. William F. 
Beck wanted his confirmation class youngsters to have their 
memory work Bible passages in an up-to-date English that was 
simple and yet faithful to the original languages. The 
translations he did for the children of his parish led Dr. Beck to a 
lifelong and unswerving dedication to the goal of a complete Bi¬ 
ble in today’s English. 

Concordia Publishing House issued the New Testament in 
1963. Dr. Beck lived to complete the manuscript work on the Old 
Testament whose publication was delayed by Concordia 
Publishing House’s reluctance to undertake the project. We 
commend Rev. Herman Otten, editor of Christian News, for 
his determination to fulfil his promise to Dr. Beck that he would 
see to the publication if CPH did not do so. At long last, 
“Beck’s Bible” is on the market. 


How good a translation is it? We leave this to qualified 
scholars who will need time for a thorough evaluation. 
Meanwhile, those who found Beck’s New Testament pleasing 
and useful certainly will welcome the complete Bible. Obvious¬ 
ly, there is no such thing as a perfect translation. There will 
always be honest differences among scholars as to which 
English word or phrase best reflects the intent of the Greek and 
Hebrew. However, all translations into modern English, though 
varying in accuracy, serve the good purpose of conveying the 
Word of God to 20th century readers. Beck’s Bible is a valuable 
addition to that growing list of modern English translation. 

The pre-publication price was $3 for the paperback and $4.95 
for hard cover. Even though this probably has been increased, 
the price will be right. If your local book-store does not have it, 
you may order directly from Christian News, Box 168, New 
Haven, Missouri 63068. 


the like. Pastor Gerken’s decision, contrary to much that was 
said and printed, by no means concluded the case. 


Rstors Buelow and Harnapp, in harmony with Synod’s 
procedures, have now appealed the case. One would hardly ex¬ 
pect them to do otherwise, considering the lengthy CTCR opin¬ 
ion on the doctrinal questions at issue, the conclusions reached 
by the faculty hearings committee, and the action of the Board 
of Control. In any case of church discipline either the charges 
prove to be unfounded, or the person is found guilty and repents 
and is restored, or he is found guilty, does not repent, and is 
removed. In any event, the case must be concluded. To drop it in 
the middle of proper procedures is improper and inconceivable. 
If left unresolved, the Tietjen case would haunt our Synod in¬ 
definitely. 

The temptation must have been strong for the two busy parish 
pastors who filed the charges to simply let the matter drop and 
thus be relieved of further cost, harrassment, and hate mail. We 
commend them for their moral stamina and their willingness to 
proceed with the case. 

The matter is now in the hands of synodical President Preus. 
He can either handle it himself or assign it to the Missouri 
District Board of Adjudication. If it goes to the District Board, 
that body’s decision may be appealed by either party to the syn¬ 
odical Board of Appeals. 

In cases of church discipline the process should be orderly and 
careful. Due concern must be given for the rights of all concern¬ 
ed. But it should not take years to decide whether one of our 
pastors or professors is guilty of false doctrine. Undue delay and 
unnecessarily complicated procedures are unfair to the person 
charged, to the congregation, or, in this case, to the Synod. The 
Tietjen case was assigned by Synod itself to the Seminary Board 
of Control in July of 1973, and it is still far from being concluded. 
The synodical by-laws need to be restudied and revised. 


Affirm 

Affirm, sponsored by Balance Inc., is published monthly or 
more frequently by a group of its members concerned about 
theological and related developments in The Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod. 

All correspondence, editorial material, contributions, and 
communications about subscriptions should be addressed to: 

Affirm 

c/o Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 


The Editorial Group 

The Rev. William T. Eggers 
Richard G. Korthals 
The Rev. Ewald J. Otto 
Dr. Robert Preus 



January 12, 1976 


Affirm 


Page Three 


Neunaber’s Ideas of Congregational Rights 


I n his “explanation” of the events which led to the ordination of 
Seminex graduate Leonard Hoffmann at Cahokia, Ill., November 
23, Dr. Herman Neunaber asks the question “Shall one say no to 
the request of Mount Calvary Congregation because of Hand¬ 
book ‘diploma’ and ‘endorsement’ requirements? Or shall one 
affirm and protect the Biblical and confessional rights of a con¬ 
gregation to call a qualified pastor?” Reporter, December 1, 
1975, P.7). He proceeds to state correctly “The right to call can¬ 
didates into the office of the holy ministry belongs to the con¬ 
gregation and to the congregation alone” but then concludes in¬ 
correctly that a choice must be made between Handbook 
stipulations and congregational rights in situations such as that 
at Cahokia. 


For what Dr. Neunaber does not state affects the conclusion, 
The question is not the right of a congregation to call candidates 
into the ministry but rather its right to violate the solemn agree¬ 
ment it has made with its fellow Christians when it joined the 
Synod. In signing the Constitution and joining the Synod, a con¬ 
gregation voluntarily accepts some limitations on its autonomy. 
Under Article II of the Constitution it accepts without reserva¬ 
tion the Scriptures and the Lutheran Confessions: it may not 
therefore propose a conditional acceptance of the Lutheran 
Confessions and accept them “insofar as” they agree with the 
Scriptures as some pastors and congregations who want to call 
themselves Lutheran have done. 


Under Article VI of the Constitution the congregation agrees 
to a number of other limitations on its autonomy. It agrees to 
renounce unionism and syncretism of every description. It 
agrees not to participate in heterodox tract and missionary ac¬ 
tivities. It agrees to use only a doctrinally pure agenda, doc- 
trinally pure hymnbooks, and doctrinally pure catechisms. 


at is especially interesting in connection with the 
limitations a congregation voluntarily accepts in Article VI of 
the Constitution is the limitation of extending only a “regular 
call of pastors and teachers.” In defining this term, the Synod in 
convention in 1969 (Res. 5-23) stated: 


The term ‘regular call’ as used in our Synod has always 
meant a call extended in conformity with the 
procedures adopted by the Synod as set forth in the 
Handbook. The very fact that the ‘regular election’ of 
delegates is required in the same sentence leaves no 
doubt of this. . . . 


The procedures set forth in the Handbook are of course the 
Bylaws which provide for the endorsement of a candidate either 
by the faculty of one of the two synodical seminaries or by the 
colloquy board. So it is the Constitution itself (not the Bylaws 
only) and the solemn agreement with fellow Christians that a 
congregation makes when it signs the Constitution that are 
violated when an unendorsed candidate is ordained or subse¬ 
quently installed. 


Dr. Neunaber quotes Article VII of the Constitution. Does this 
article contradict Article VI? By no means. The first sentence 
says very simply that a congregation retains the right of self 
government so far as its internal affairs are concerned. The 
Synod has no right to prescribe the number or type of officers 
that a congregation shall have, the frequency of its services or 
voters meetings, the disposition of the funds which it collects. 
Affairs that affect matters outside the congregation and hence 
the rights and welfare of the brothers and sisters in the faith are 
governed by the solemn agreements of the Constitution and 
Bylaws to which we have referred above. 

The right of inexpediency referred to in the second sentence of 
Article VII applies only to the internal affairs of the congrega¬ 
tion, not to its relationships with brothers and sisters in. the 
faith. It has been so interpreted by the Synod itself in conven¬ 
tion. Resolution 5-23 of the Denver Convention to which we have 
referred says “The right of a congregation to exercise the right 
of expediency (Bylaw 1.09b) applies only to the resolutions of the 
Synod and not to the Constitution and Bylaws” and immediately 
prior to this sentence the convention stated “Refusal to comply 
with the rules and regulations of the Synod constitutes divisive 
ana unbrotherly conduct which destroys the 'very concept of 
the Synod as a ‘walking together’.” 


What about the argument that a congregation or a member of 
the Synod does not agree with an interpretation of the Constitu¬ 
tion or Bylaws made by a convention and did not so understand 
these when it joined the Synod? Here the provisions of Section 
1.09 of the Handbook which deal with dissent are applicable, 
but the dissent should be expressed within a reasonable time or 
agreement with the interpretation may be assumed. There is no 
indication of substantial dissent to Resolution 5-23 of the Denver 
Convention and while there may have been a scattering of “No” 
votes, the minutes do not record such negative votes. At least 
one congregation dissented subsequently from this interpreta¬ 
tion of the Denver Convention, and this congregation is on record 
as dissenting. 


With regard to dissent to the Denver resolution which is raised 
today, the legal principle of laches applies. Under this principle 
a right is forfeited when there is undu e dela y in asserting it. 
While we would never want to cut off a brother and refuse to 
hear him, his case is weakened when he seemingly concurs for 
some years and then suddenly protests. We may assume his 
earlier lack of dissent signified agreement with the convention 
action. 


It should finally be stated that the Synod,operates by majority 
rule. Even those congregations which have followed proper 
procedures for dissent are bound by the Constitution, the 
Bylaws, and the interpretations of, these made by the Commis¬ 
sion on Constitutional Matters and the Synod itself in convention. 
The Synod wants to listen and to hear those who dissent. The' 
Synod may even reverse itself on a matter not governed by the 
Word of God. But is does expect those who wish to continue their 
membership in the Synod to respect the wishes and the decisions 
of the majority. 
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A Vital Point 


This editorial was written before the 51st regular Convention of 
The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod at Anaheim, California. 
However, it will be read after the convention is over. 
Nonetheless, one does not need to be a prophet to know that the 
present controversy concerning the doctrine of Holy Scriptures 
will still be alive after Anaheim. A recent publication does much 
to shed light on what is at stake. I refer to the Lutheran Educa¬ 
tion Yearbook for 1975. It bears the title After the Purifying. 
Its author is Paul A. Bretscher. 

Bretscher has rendered a service in making clear what the 
controversy is all about. It is no trivial matter, no mere spat 
over terminology. The issue is: Can we say that the entire Bible 
is the Word of God? Or must we say that the Word of God is to 
be found in the Bible together with some purely human content? 
Bretscher states clearly that these two positions on the Holy 
Scriptures in the Missouri Synod today are in conflict and that 
each of them cannot be regarded as having equal legitimacy. His 
thesis is that the turmoil in Synod is a purifying fire that God is 
using to separate the dross from the gold. 

Bretscher attempts to convince his readers that for Luther, 
“The ‘Word of God’ is not simply equivalent to the Bible. It 
stands rather for specific things that God is saying, which He ex¬ 
pects us to believe in our hearts concerning our relationship to 
Him” (page 14). Bretscher then goes on to reject the Missouri 
Synod “tradition and piety” which equate the Word of God with 
the Holy Scriptures in their totality. 

After the Purifying defines the phrase “Word of God” as 
“the Gospel in all its senses, including also the antithetical law” 
(page 18). Bretscher calls this the “vertical” dimension in the 
Bible. But he believes there is also a “horizontal” dimension. 
This is the language of men which involves the “historical reali¬ 
ty of Scripture” (page 86). The latter is of a different order of 
truth. In approaching this part of Scripture one seeks “what 
makes sense by sound reason.” It is to be accepted only if the 
evidence seems reasonable, (page 91) 


Some may think that this is not a serious distinction. But the 
true light is put on it by the author’s assertion that belonging to 
the horizontal line (human) in the Bible are such matters as 
“the historicity and facticity of persons and events. . . the 
authenticity of Jesus’ own utterances in relation to the voices of 
witnesses who breathed His Spirit and spoke His name and with 
the interchangeable identification between Jesus and His 
Church.” (page 87). 

Bretscher says it is “not appropriate” in dealing with such 
questions to appeal to “the Bible’s inspiration and authority” 
(page 87). In other words, these things need not be believed on 
the basis of “It is written.” 

Anyone even slightly acquainted with the historical-critical 
approach knows what Bretscher is saying. The central articles 
of the Christian faith may be believed while at the same time 
one may not necessarily accept the facticity of all the events 
described in the Scriptures on which those central articles are 
based or with which they are intimately connected. 

Anyone slightly acquainted with either Luther or the Lutheran 
Confessions will have trouble accepting Bretscher’s thesis as be¬ 
ing a truly Lutheran approach to Scriptures. Holsten Fagerberg 
in his A New Look at the Lutheran Confessions (CPH, 1972) 
writes: “One of the most common expressions used side by side 


with the ‘Holy Scriptures’ is ‘God’s Word.’ The Confessions use 
the concept ‘God’s Word’ to refer either to the Bible or to a cer¬ 
tain word in the Bible.” (page 16) 

IT is instructive also to look at the Formula of Concord which in 
its introduction refers both to “the prophetic and apostolic 
writings of the Old and New Testaments” as the “only true 
norm” (Tappert Ed. 504:3) and shortly thereafter to the “Word 
of God” as “the sole rule and norm” (Tappert Ed. 505:9). Ex¬ 
amples of such interchangeable uses of “Scriptures” and “Word 
of God” in the Confessions are legion. The Confessions thus dis¬ 
agree with Bretscher as does Luther when he wrote in a sermon 
on the doctrine of the Trinity: “This must be accepted by faith... 
for Holy Scriptures, which is God’s Word, says so, and I 
abide by what is stated.” (Luther’s Works, American Edition 
22 : 6 ) 

Doubtless much attention will be given to After the Purify¬ 
ing. It calls for careful analysis, for it is a challenge to the 
Synod’s position on the doctrine of Holy Scriptures, and it cannot 
be ignored. 

Dr. Paul A. Zimmerman, President 
Concordia Teachers College 
River Forest, Illinois 


The above article is reprinted from the 
September-October, 1975 issue of Luther¬ 
an Education, edited by the faculty of Con¬ 
cordia Teachers College. 


Affirm’s Mailing List 

If you have friends to whom you want Affirm sent, please in¬ 
form us. We will be happy to place them on our mailing list. 

To comply with postal mailing regulations AFFIRM'S mail¬ 
ing list is arranged numerically according to Zip Code Number. 

Therefore, it would be helpful to us if names were 
ARRANGED NUMERICALLY ACCORDING TO ZIP CODE 
NUMBERS, AND ALPHABETICALLY UNDER EACH ZIP 
CODE. This will enable us to check easily to determine if the 
names submitted are already on our mailing list, and eliminate 
duplicate mailings. 

It would also be helpful if names and addresses were printed 
clearly or typewritten. 


Contributions 

With their generous support many of its friends have made the 
publication of Affirm possible. 

You also can help defray its cost by contributing in any 
amount to: 

Affirm 

Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Ave. 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 
Contributions to Affirm are tax deductible. 
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A Lay Analysis of a Rebelling District 


At the special September 1975 convention of my English 
District at Northlake, Illinois an English District position state¬ 
ment was adopted, but not, however, without dissent by some 
loyal Missourians. Dissent to the English District position is un¬ 
derstandable. Indeed, this dissent to the District position shows 
wisdom. Indeed, such dissent to the District position shows 
courage. Indeed, such dissent to the District position shows 
profound loyalty to the solid Scriptural and Confessional position 
of our Synod as a Synod. 

The Position Statement says, “Various changes in structure 
and organizational identity have been prayerfully considered by 
many. For the majority, however, the call of our Gospel 
ministry continues to be within the fellowship of the LC-MS. 
Current difficulties, however, compel us to express a positive 
confessional stance.” One reasonably expects to find a ringing, 
unequivocal declaration thereafter on matters which are in fact 
clearly taught in Scripture and ably presented in our Lutheran 
Confessions. One reasonably expects to find a brilliant, thought¬ 
ful and incisive Scriptural statement dealing with the 
theological problems troubling our Synod as so well detailed in 
the so-called Blue Book and so aptly summarized in New 
Orleans Resolution 3-09. (See Convention Proceedings, pps. 
133-139.) In disappointment the reader of the English District 
position statement sees an open and loud invitation to rebel and 
to break the walking together that the very term “Synod” 
represents. 

For an opener, my District President is commended for 
dedicated service to the church. Upon reflection one is com¬ 
pelled to inquire how open violation of our church’s orderly rules 
of procedure or open identification with a theological stance of a 
group that was condemned by the Synod at New Orleans is 
“service” to be commended. 


In rapid fire order my District expresses its view that an 
injustice has been done “.. .to the faculty and student body of 
Concordia Seminary-in-Exile” conveniently overlooking the 
stark, factual data of theological aberrations in the voluminous 
transcripts of the Fact Finding Committee and set out in con¬ 
densed form in the Blue Book or the walkout by former faculty 
and students of the Concordia Seminary. It plays a “Can You 
Top This” game by expressing the conviction “Seminex” is a 
seminary of the Synod to be supported morally and financially 
by the District. Compare this to the ACTION of the SYNOD in 
Anaheim Resolution 6-02 resolving, “That the Synod, by the mer¬ 
cies of God, would beseech those in conducting and supporting 
Seminex to CLOSE the institution . . .’’and stating that “Semin¬ 
ex”, “.. .if it continues to exist, will be regarded as any other 
theological school NOT affiliated with The Lutheran Church 
—Missouri Synod.” (Emphasis supplied.) 

Very properly one may inquire how under God’s law or man’s 
law my District can assume a posture of a moral support of 
“Seminex” when the Synod itself in Anaheim Resolution 6-06 
recites, “Whereas, Seminex has wrongfully expropriated the 
name “Concordia Seminary” as a part of its corporate name 
and/or identity...” and authorizes the taking of appropriate ac¬ 
tion by the Boards of Control of Concordia Seminary St. Louis 
and Springfield and the Board of Directors. 

My District continues by directing its President to continue to 
ordain “Seminex” graduates thus repeating in effect 1974 
District Resolution 9-6 which said in part “...that we affirm the 


inherent right of a Missouri Synod congregation to call and or¬ 
dain a Seminex graduate.” The District thereby unilaterally has 
determined that it and congregations of the Synod can ignore the 
Synodical Constitution and Bylaws to which both have bound 
themselves. Consider for a moment that Synodical Bylaw 1.09 
stipulates that “.. .the Constitution, Bylaws, and all other rules 
and regulations of the Synod apply to all members of the 
Synod...”. Consider also that Bylaw 3.07 provides, “The Synod is 
not merely an advisory body in relation to a District. A District 
is the Synod itself performing the functions of the Synod. 
Resolutions of the Synod are binding on the Districts.” Surely 
such simple and unequivocal words in the very language whose 
name my District bears are understood by the District. 
Nonetheless, the District further states “...we shall welcome 
into fellowship other LC-MS congregations which may wish to 
become members of our English District. We further pledge to 
maintain fellowship with any congregation which may be expell¬ 
ed from the Synod for exercising congregational autonomy by 
calling and requesting ordination of graduates of Concordia 
Seminary-in-Exile. ’ ’ 


INTERESTINGLY, in spite of such rebellious action my 
District affirms “.. .our desire to remain in the LC-MS.” It is an 
irreconciliable contrast to act as distinguished from expressed 
will. My District then, referring to the Synod, says that “.. .we 
cherish the best of her doctrine, confession and proclamation.” 
The most obvious import of such a statement is that not all of 
our Synod’s “.. .doctrine, confession and proclamation” is solid¬ 
ly Scriptural. Please observe that no citation to error is shown. 
Such a tactic is similar to that taken by some who object to A 
Statement but who cannot show that it is unScriptural. My 
District then threatens to ask its congregations to revert to a 
status “.. .as an independent Synod or to seek other institutional 
affiliation if it becomes clear that the LC-MS does not intend to 
return to its former confessional position, and to its former 
evangelical practice which respects diversity within the unity of 
the church.” No evidence of departure from the confessional 
position of the “old” Missouri is shown. Is one to conclude 
therefore that Pieper and Walther are now being embraced by 
the District or is one to conclude that the “old” Missouri in reali¬ 
ty refers to the so-called theological stance of the former St. 
Louis Seminary faculty condemned by the Synod in New Orleans 
Resolution 309? 


The dangers of the rebellious position of the District are pain¬ 
fully apparent. Firm but loving implementation of the Anaheim 
Resolutions is required forthwith if we are to remain a Synod. 
The Synodical President must act decisively. 

(Note: References to the English District position statement 
are taken from the statement as it appears in the November 24, 
1975 issue of Missouri In Perspective.) 

Walter C. Dissen 
Attorney at Law 
Cleveland, Ohio 


Copies Available 

Congregations and other groups may order copies of Affirm 
at the bulk rate of $4.00 per hundred. This price includes postage 
and handling. Single copies are 10 cents each. 
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Tenure—One Way Or Two Way Street? 


T ENURE provides security, but in return it imposes a 
responsibility on those to whom it is awarded. The “standard” 
tenure plan embodied in the 1940 “Statement of Principles on 
Academic Freedom and Tenure” developed by the Association 
of American Colleges and the American Association of Universi¬ 
ty Professors views tenure “as a means of ensuring academic 
freedom and of providing sufficient economic security to make 
the academic profession attractive to men and women of 
ability” (“Faculty Tenure—A Report and Recommendations by 
the Commission on Academic Tenure in Higher Education” p. 2, 
Jossey Bass, San Francisco, 1973). It provides security for those 
whose teaching abilities have been recognized and protects them 
from arbitrary and capricious dismissal. 


But tenure was never viewed as a one-way street even though 
it has sometimes been represented in this way. The Fall 1975 
issue of Dialogue says “Tenure, quite simply, is a promise 
made by a group of scholars, and by any others responsible for 
the group’s work, to one of its members. ‘From now on’, they 
say, ‘so long as our group survives, you may do your work among 
us whether or not we continue to approve of it!” Dialogue goes 
on to say that “the tenure-promise made...may have been un¬ 
wisely made, or made for inappropriate reasons. But the 
promise once made, all that is henceforth ethically irrelevant. 
The very content of the tenure-promise is, ‘From now on, discus¬ 
sion of whether you individually ought to be here, will carry 
only persuasive sanctions.’ The performance for the sake of 
which tenure was granted, may have-in someone’s 
judgment—deteriorated. This, too, is quite irrelevant, for the 
same reason. . . .Dismissing tenured faculty is promise break¬ 
ing, however you explain it.” 


T HERE are ethical issues involved, but these are by no means 
only the ones to which Dialogue refers. The individual who has 
been granted tenure assumes certain responsibilities when he 
accepts tenure. He is responsible first of all to those whom he 
teaches. Accounts of individual faculty members who stagnated 
once they received tenure are legion. Proving that a faculty 
member has failed to deliver what he has contracted to deliver 
in the classroom is difficult, and it is also difficult to dismiss a 
tenured faculty member who obviously is cheating his students 
by looking on his teaching responsibilities as a sinecure. To rest 
on your oars once you have been tenured is a violation of God’s 
seventh commandment. It is stealing just as much as it is steal¬ 
ing for those in other professions and occupations not to carry 
out the responsibilities which they have assumed. 


Tenured faculty members also have a responsibility to the 
supporting institution and those who support it. This is par¬ 
ticularly important in the case of a church-related or church- 
supported institution. Christian colleges and seminaries were 
founded to propagate the faith, to teach that which was regarded 
as true by those who founded it. And Christian colleges and 
seminaries continue to be supported by those who wish to main¬ 
tain and perpetuate a particular point of view. No one would 
limit the right of a person to learn elsewhere or to teach 
elsewhere: no one is arguing against the individual’s practice of 


academic freedom within the limitations he has freely accepted 
in joining a church-related or church-supported faculty. But it is 
unethical to take money given by individuals to support the 
teaching of a particular point of view and then to disparage and 
disagree with that point of view in the classroom. Teachers do 
have a tremendous influence on their students, and they need to 
be conscious of the responsibility that they have in presenting 
the point of view espoused by those who are paying their 
salaries. If they cannot do this, they are ethically obligated to 
seek employment elsewhere. 


F ACULTY members also have a responsiblity to an institution 
in terms of its survival. Everyone recognizes that these are try¬ 
ing times in educational circles. Many institutions have failed 
and closed their doors and some are threatened with this same 
fate unless they can reduce faculties to a point which is within 
their financial capabilites. Dialogue grudgingly concedes this 
possibility “Academia’s integrity, in the present connection, 
demands that dismissing tenured faculty be a genuinely last 
resort; if money must be saved, let it be done otherwise.” But it 
fails to go on to suggest how this money might be saved. The 1940 
AAUP Statement provides for a termination of tenure “under 
extraordinary circumstances because of financial exigencies,” 
and goes on to state “termination of a continuous appointment 
because of financial exigency should be demonstrably 
bonafide.” Obviously termination of the services of a tenure 
faculty member is a very painful thing, but there are times when 
the survival of the institution demands this. Under these cir¬ 
cumstances the Christian ethic would suggest refraining from 
harassment and delay when the very existence of the institution 
is threatened. 

Tenure has its place. The called faculty member has the same 
right to protection as the called pastor. Indeed if we honestly 
accept the concept of the divinity of the call in connection with 
calls to educational institutions we have a right to expect the 
same tenure considerations as are usually associated with the 
call extended to a pastor. Unfortunately the emphasis in tenure 
considerations have often been on the rights and privileges of 
tenure with little or no attention given to the responsibilities 
that tenure imposes. A Christian ethic would demand that the 
responsibilities of tenure also receive a modicum of attention. 

Dr. John W. Klotz 
Concordia Seminary 

St. Louis, Missouri 


Editorial Policy 

While the articles in Affirm with their applications to contem¬ 
porary events rest on Biblical truths, they do not necessarily in 
all their details represent the views of The Editorial Group. Any 
divergence of opinion, however, falls within the latitude allowed 
by Article II of the Constitution of The Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod. 

For Affirm is unashamedly dedicated to preserving, under 
grace, Missouri’s priceless theological heritage, based on the 
Word and set forth in the Book of Concord, as both have been 
commonly understood in Missouri until the most recent times. 
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ALC Update 


Christians are one in Christ. Reflecting Scripture’s “one Lord, 
one faith, one baptism,” we confess with joy in the Nicene 
Creed, “I believe one holy Christian and Apostolic Church.” 
These united Christians, alas, are often divided by doctrinal 
differences. Thus we have the one invisible church and the many 
visible churches. 

A proper response is two-fold. We recognize and rejoice in the 
unity in Christ. We recognize, deplore, and seek to remove the 
differences. The latter explains the long years of doctrinal dis¬ 
cussions and efforts toward God-pleasing unity between the 
Lutheran Church in America, the American Lutheran Church, 
and the Lutheran Church—Missduri Synod. 

At the 1969 Denver Convention, Synod declared that Missouri 
was in sufficient agreement with the ALC to warrant altar and 
pulpit fellowship. But the vote was close and Synod recognized 
the need for continuing efforts to resolve remaining points of dis¬ 
agreement. 

What has happened since 1969 to our fellowship with the ALC? 
An honest appraisal shows that the ALC, despite valiant efforts 
by a conservative minority in that church body, is leaning in¬ 
creasingly toward the more liberal LCA. Sad to say, in basic 
questions regarding God’s Word (verbal inspiration, the 
historical-critical method of interpretation), ordination of 
women, abortion, lodge practice, and other areas Missouri and 
the ALC are drifting further apart. The fond hopes of 1969 are not 
being realized. The fears then expressed are coming true. 


JMeanwhile, the divergence becomes more evident daily by 
ALC acts of alienation that seem almost designed to belittle and 
insult the Missouri Synod. 

For example, when the Association of Theological Schools met 
in Atlanta in June of 1974, the ten representatives of nine ALC 
and LCA seminaries joined in organized and repeated efforts to 
destroy the accreditation of our St. Louis Seminary. Resolutions 
were offered that supported the schools harboring Concordia’s 
breakaway faculty and students, directed the Seminary’s Board 
of Control to take steps to reinstate Dr. Tietjen and the dismiss¬ 
ed faculty, directed the ATS professional staff to involve itself 
in Concordia’s internal matters, and sought to have the 
Seminary declared a school that was “seeking accreditation.” 
That all but the first of these were either defeated or declared 
out of order was due to the good judgment of the chairman and 
the votes of representatives from non-Lutheran schools. 

Another surface demonstration of the widening rift between 
the LC-MS and the ALC took place at the inauguration of Dr. 
Ralph Bohlmann as president of Concordia Seminary. Represen¬ 
tatives from almost 50 theological schools in the United States 
participated in the two-day academic celebration, but not one 
seminary of either the ALC or the LCA had the courtesy to send 
a representative. The liberal publication, Missouri in 
Perspective (Nov. 10,1975), concedes that the Lutherans were 
“noticeably absent” and quoted President William Weiblen of 
Wartburg as saying, “With sadness I could not participate in an 
event like that. To me it would have meant approving of the 
whole sad course of events at Concordia Seminary.” The fact is 
that attendance at such presidential inaugurations is simply a 
matter of academic courtesy. Mere words from the ALC and 
LCA about love, kindness, consideration, and reconciliation pick 
up a hypocritical tinge from such calculated insults. 


A third example of how things stand between the ALC and the 
Missouri Synod is found in an article by ALC President Dr. 
David Preus in an ALC publication, Commentator (October 
1975). He views the “tragic division” in Missouri and says that 
the ALC will “stand by the victims of the controversy.” This has 
a nice sound until one reads further regarding just who the “vic¬ 
tims” are and what sort of help is being offered. The victims, it 
turns out, are Missouri’s liberals. The offer to stand by them 
“May mean acceptance of a new congregation in the ALC.” 
Where the ALC cannot pick up an entire congregation and a 
Missouri Synod congregation splits then “It may mean welcom¬ 
ing people warmly as they transfer into ALC congregations.” 

The article concludes with a plea that the ALC people “con¬ 
tinue to pray for our sisters and brothers.” Missouri needs, 
wants, and appreciates the prayers of God’s people everywhere 
as our Synod agonizes over its doctrinal direction for 
generations to come. But one thing we do not need is 
ecclesiastical vultures circling overhead. Someone once tried to 
help Mark Twain at a difficult time in his life. Mark Twain said 
of these efforts. “He encumbered me with assistance.” This 
pretty well describes the moves being made by both the ALC and 
the LCA as they observe Missouri in her present anguish. 

All of which impinges on the 1969 declaration of fellowship 
between the ALC and the LC-MS. One thing is certain, at Dallas 
in 1977 Synod should honestly ask itself how much substance 
there really is in the present paper agreement between the two 
church bodies. 

The Rev. Ewald J. Otto, Pastor 
Our Redeemer Lutheran Church 
Quincy, Illinois 


Nothing New- 
Liberal Politicking 
In the Missouri Synod 

A meeting at the Forest Park Hotel in St. Louis on 
February 3, 1947, with such men as 0. P. Kretzmann and 
Seminex Professor Richard Caemmerer present was held 
before the 1947 Synodical Convention for consideration of a 
proposed plan for considered action on the part of some 
liberals who maintained that many members of the Praesidium 
and Board of Directors should be voted out of office. An infor¬ 
mal slate of “ acceptable ” candidates was drawn up for 
those positions at the 1947 convention. Concordia 
Historical Institute has the notes of this meeting, as well as 
letters to E. J. Gallmeyer and to Adolph F. Meyer, in Theodore 
Graebner Box 118. This was revealed in an article in “ISSUES 
...IN CHRISTIAN EDUCATION” published by Concordia 
Teachers College of Seward (Summer 1974, Volume 8, No. 3) in 
“Conflict in Missouri’s Past—The Analysis of Theodore 
Graebner” by Jerrald K. Pabe. 

Liberal plans to influence and take over Synod were 
made for many years, and such evidence as above is not 
really needed. 

—From The East Coast Edition 
The Lutheran Voice 
“Supporting the Doctrinal Stance of 
the Missouri Synod” 
The National Ev. Lutheran Conference 
Volume 3, Number 6, November, 1975 
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We Need Your Help! 

As events in Missouri indicate—some of them 
summarized on these pages—Missouri may be passing 
through her most crucial and darkest hour. 

Most of us probably thought that the sound Anaheim 
resolutions for dealing on a practical level with our dif¬ 
ficulties would shift the scene of the struggle to the district 
and congregational level, where it would be resolved 
within a year or so at the outside. 

Those of us responsible for publishing- Affirm began to 
feel a sense of relief and hoped that we might soon be able 
to discontinue Affirm; we anticipated a solid and united 
Missouri re-emerging with its old doctrinal stance 
clarified. 

We had good reasons to believe this; we have men 
representing historical Missouri in the Synod’s key posts; 
we have the doctrinal resolutions of New Orleans behind 
us; and building on their base, we have the practical 
resolutions of Anaheim. 

Yet as time passes it appears that the struggle in 
Missouri is deepening and that the many months to Dallas 
may prove even more crucial than the months before 
previous conventions. 

We are still confident of God’s presence and the joy we 
have in Christ as well as the ultimate victory! 

We are also confident that the many of you who have 
seen us through the struggle the past five years Affirm 
has been publishing will continue to pray for the success of 
our common cause, to work for it and to contribute toward 
it. With a circulation now over 100,000 and with in¬ 
flationary costs affecting us, you will appreciate that Af¬ 
firm needs your contributions now. 

Please help us as generously as you can now and 
throughout the year! We make our plea in the name of 
Christ and His pure Gospel. 


‘No Other Solution’ 


There are now some despicable, vexatious people who 
in a very scornful way reproach holy Christendom 
because so much discord, so many sects, so much error, 
heresy, and offenses are to be found in it, as if, for that 
reason, teaching the gospel could properly be deemed 
false and wrong (inasmuch as Christendom ought to be 
harmonious and peaceful). These are wise excellent peo¬ 
ple indeed, since they are able to teach the Holy Spirit 
how he ought to rule the Christian church! Yes, how 
much better it would be if the devil did not insist on 
biting Christ’s heel, or if he was made to desist from do¬ 
ing that. Then a quiet, peaceful church could easily 
become a reality. But since the devil is at present 
Christ’s enemy and never stops creating strife, sects, 
and rebellions in the church, one is doing violence to the 
dear church by blaming it for this discord and un¬ 
disciplined state of affairs. It does not cause them, but on 
the contrary, is obliged to suffer them. Why do they not 
also blame us Christians because there is so much 
bloodshed and discord in the world as a result of our dif¬ 
ficulties with the Turks? As the saying goes, ‘No one can 
enjoy peace any longer than his neighbor permits him to 
do’. The dear church has no choice but to be unpeaceful 
so long as it does not wish to obey the enemy of its Lord 
Jesus Christ. How can it help itself? He who bites the 
heel, the devil, will not rest or leave him in peace who 
treads upon his head. Likewise, the one who treads upon 
his head, our Lord, will not tolerate the one who bites his 
heel. So, go ahead, be smart and wise, and meddle in this 
strife. I wager you will get the umpire’s reward for your 
trouble—that, Christ will damn you and the devil will 
rend you. Therefore, let matters take their course; do 
not wedge yourself between the door and the hinges, for 
you cannot reconcile Christ and Belial (II Cor 6:15). The 
enmity between them is established too unalterably by 
an oath. One of the two must at last go down and the 
other remain. There can be no other solution. 

From Luther’s Works—Career of the Reformer IV 
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The Meanderings Of Missouri’s President 


In THE minds of many Missourians the president of their 
church is not carrying out the resolution of Anaheim (5-02A), 
which requires him to vacate the office of district presidents 
who violate the procedures members of Synod have mutually 
agreed to. 

They understand the heavy burden placed on his shoulders by 
the situation in which the church finds itself; they agonize with 
him in his difficult hour, but they also feel that the church spoke 
clearly about its district presidents and that it mandated its 
chief officer to act—and act wisely, with Christian counsel, but 
firmly. 

These many can appreciate too that technicalities about the 
ordination of Seminex grads in some instances may cloud the 
issue. 

They can appreciate also his apparent desire to avoid a split 
church body and they applaud his sincerity and the extreme ef¬ 
forts he has made to hold the church together. 

What they cannot understand, even though they give him the 
every benefit of the doubt, is the logic or the Christianliness of 
his statement, made to the Council of Presidents in its February 
meeting, that if just one of the eight district presidents who have 
defied Missouri agreed to uphold Synod's constitution, he would 
be willing to set aside "the resolution that could result in the 
removal of the eight from office." 

Who authorized him to set aside synodical action—under any 
circumstances? Does he or Synod have the last word—when 
Synod has spoken? What is the logic behind such an offer? How 
does it conform to obedience to the Christian faith? May seven 
district presidents violate, as they see fit, the command to "do 
all things decently and in order" because one has come to accept 
it? 

ThESE questions are so self-evident and their answers so 
clear that one would think the president would find his own state¬ 
ment intolerable. Yet apparently he does not. 

At that same meeting he asked “the price of peace” which 
these eight wanted; one apparent spokesman for them told him; 
the minimum price is the placing of Seminex grads, the recogni¬ 
tion of Seminex as an institution until 3-09 (the New Orleans 
resolution spelling out Synod's teachings) be declared null and 
void, and the returning of the Seminex faculty and students to 
the Sem they revolted against. 

If that does not make clear to Missouri’s president the depth 
and breadth of the revolt within Missouri, perhaps nothing will. 

Moreover, the president did not remove, as Anaheim had man¬ 
dated, President Neunaber from office in the Southern Illinois 
District. Whatever his reasons (he offered lack of time to 
counsel with Neunaber as well as a technical reason), he tried to 
persuade, with a serious and strong effort, the District to uphold 
Synod's position. 

The result seems a confused situation. On the plus side, the 
District in its convention refused to consider a resolution to en¬ 
dorse Seminex graduates for placement in the District and to 
legitimatize Seminex itself. On the minus side, to quote the of¬ 
ficial news release, "The measure voicing support for 


Neunaber's stand of upholding the rights of district con¬ 
gregations to call pastors and ministerial candidates that they 
feel are qualified passed by a margin of 85 to 70." Missouri’s 
president had urged the District to ask Neunaber to comply with 
synodical resolutions on this matter. 

A FINAL resolution called for mutual confession and 
absolution, and the synodical president expressed his feeling 
that the "actions show the District desires to support the Synod 
and its regulations. . . ." 

Moreover, the heavy vote (98-56) of the district to refuse even 
to consider the Seminex matters leaves open the question of 
what the ultimate effect of the Southern Illinois convention will 
prove to be. Someone has called the convention “indecisive;” 
only time will tell its real meaning. 

The latest news release in this ecclesiastical cliff-hanger has 
Synod's president how announcing that he will not vacate the of¬ 
fices of three more district presidents in an effort . . to clear 
the way for better understanding, more positive action, and im¬ 
prove the climate in the church.” The three involved are Jacobs, 
Jaech, and Meyer. 

But four apparently still stand under a cloud; Frincke of the 
Eastern District, Hecht of the English, Ressmeyer of the Atlan¬ 
tic and Riedel of the New England. 

Missouri’s president explains himself, “Even though the 
District Presidents involved have not given the stated com¬ 
pliance which was requested of them, nevertheless I am willing 
to accept that some have not since Anaheim authorized such ob¬ 
jectionable ordinations as a willingness to comply in fact with 
the wishes of the synod” and he hopes that he has not misplaced 
his trust. 

One last quote from him. “I would hate to see anyone removed 
from office, and even more to have to be the instrument through 
which it was done. Yet, as a constitutional officer of the Synod, I 
must carry out the resolutions of the church, if I expect others to 
do the same.” 

Where does that leave him and Missouri? 

ALREADY much of the Anaheim water is over the dam with 
respect to 5-02A. Apparently, in the president’s mind according 
to the news release, the next deadline is April 22nd, 60 days 
before the Atlantic District convenes. 

However, bewildered these events may leave many of us, we 
hope and pray that Missouri has now turned a corner. There is 
reason to believe that Missouri’s president will act in the cases 
of Hecht, Ressmeyer, Frincke, and Riedel. We ask God to give 
him the wisdom and the courage to carry out the Anaheim 
resolution as he has stated he would. 

Ultimately events happen under the power and grace of God; 
ultimately He and His Word will prevail. 

Whatever Missouri’s president does, ultimately too the 
Kingdom will go on and Missouri’s men and women, by and 
large, will act as they have in the past, under grace, faithful to 
their confessional stance, under leadership which will guide it as 
God wants it to. 





Page Two 


Affirm 


March 10, 1976 


What To Do With The English District? 


A_ 


rVCCORDING to some analysts, the most important issue 
confronting the district conventions, which will be meeting this 
year, is: What to do with the English District, the only non- 
geographical district in the Synod? 

The Anarchy of the English District 

The English District, more than any one other district in 
Synod, has formally and publicly announced itself to be 
anarchistic and in revolt against the Synod to which it belongs. It 
has stated that it is organizing as many congregations and 
pastors as possible to move out of the Synod. It has encouraged 
and invited congregations from other districts to leave their dis¬ 
trict and join the English District so that they can leave the 
Synod as a group. It has encouraged clusters of minority 
malcontents in other congregations to do the same. It has invited 
pastors and members of congregations of other districts to join 
the English District in order to quit the Synod. 

What Should Other Districts Do? 

Without even discussing the ethics of such a stance, how now, 
are the other districts of the Synod going to react to that? There 
are two schools of thought on this. One says that the other dis¬ 
tricts ought to encourage this and make it as easy as possible for 
congregations to join the English District and for the English 
District to leave the Synod. The other school of thought says that 
we should make it as difficult as possible for them to leave and 
put as many road blocks as possible in their way. 

Should We Encourage Them to Leave? 

The first school reasons that, since the anarchists have 
become such a serious doctrinal cancer, they are a threat to the 
very life of orthodoxy within the rest of the body of Synod: and 
therefore a radical surgical procedure is indicated. We ought to 
encourage that surgery for the health of the body. The sooner it 
is performed, the healthier the rest of the body will be. 

Or Try to Salvage Them? 

The other school reasons that we should try to salvage and 
heal as much of the body as possible and that we ought to dis¬ 
courage other congregations from joining the English District or 
even prevent them from doing so, in order to prevent innocent 
and faithful Christians in those congregations from being led 
into rash actions, whose consequences they do not fully under¬ 
stand, by liberal or misguided leaders. In other words, we should 
support those faithful Christians in such congregations, even if 
they are in a minority, who want to remain faithful to the Word 
of God and help them contend for the true faith; so that as few 
congregations as possible may be persuaded to leave our Synod. 

That does not mean that the second school is opting for no con¬ 
gregations to leave the Synod. No, some of them are so fully 
committed to that goal that nothing that anyone can do can pre¬ 
vent that, short of concurring in their false doctrine. But this 
school believes that we ought to try to keep their numbers to a 
minimum. 

To that end, it is suggested that, when congregations come with 
a request to the geographical district conventions to be 
transferred to the English District, such a request should not be 
approved by the district convention. An action by the district 
convention to disapprove a transfer can block it. 

The Formal Procedure Required 

The formal procedure that is required to effect a transfer of a 
congregation from one district to another involves three steps: 

1. That the local congregation, according to the provisions 
of its own constitution, pass a formal resolution to request 
such a fransfer by a large enough majority; 


2. That the geographical district to which it belongs, by 
resolution formally votes approval to that request: and that 
the other district be willing to receive the congregation; 
and 

3. That the Synod in convention formally vote approval of the 
request. All three of these steps should be taken before such 
transfer is to be effected. 

According to precedent, then, it is possible for the 
geographical district to block the transfer of a congregation 
from its district to the English District by the simple device of 
not giving its approval. Then the Synod in convention would not 
be able to take favorable action on such a request, for it has been 
customary that both districts involved must be willing to effect 
such a transfer before the synodical convention will seriously 
consider granting it. To repeat, according to the By-Laws of 
Synod, only a synodical convention can finally authorize such a 
transfer but it must have the approval of both districts before 
the Synod will give such authorization. 

So, this school reasons, let’s start at the district level to state 
our disapproval of the false doctrine that causes these 
anarcmstic maneuvers. The English District administration has 
fil ru publlcly a S a ' n an d again that, unless the Synod permits 
the liberals to rule the Synod according to their false teachings, 
i intends to leave the Synod. Of course, each congregation has 
the constitutional right to leave the Synod, but the districts do 
S n °^ P erm **- them to use the subterfuge of transferring 
to the English District as a means to that end. If a congregation 
is determined to leave the Synod, let it be completely honest 
about that from the beginning and inform all its members that 
that is the intent, instead of trying to accomplish it by the 
questionable political maneuver of first transferring the English 
District as a way of gradually breaking the news to her 
members. 

* ai ? no *" tr y in S to encourage one or the other schools of 
thought but merely outlining the possibilities. Each 
geographical district is going to have to make that decision for 
in™*' finall y> Synod will have to give the authorization in 


Other District Issues 

That, of course, is not the only important issue to come before 
the district conventions this year. Other actions that district 
conventions could effect are such things as: 

1. Resolutions of censure for recalcitrant district 
presidents, who are violating their vows and the trust which 
Synod has placed in them; 

2. Resolutions upholding Synod’s doctrinal position; 

3. Election of orthodox officials to various boards and com¬ 
mittees which come up for election in this off-year. This is 
an off-year because the major offices of president, vice 
presidents, etc. are not up for election this year. 

But again, the main issue will probably be this: What to do 
with those congregations who want to transfer to the English 
District as a step toward leaving the Synod. At least, every one 
ought to be clear that this is the goal of the majority of officials 
in the English District and that this is probably the goal of those 
congregations that wish to transfer to it. 

The Rev. Marcus Lang, Pastor 
St. James Lutheran Church 
Lafayette, Indiana 
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Resolution 3-09: The Lion in the Path 


Wherefore putting away lying, speak every man truth 
with his neighbor; for we are members one of another.” So Paul 
exhorts the Ephesian Christians, if unity and peace are to 
prevail among them. (Ephesians 4, 25) 

This is reminiscent of a well-turned passage in Shakespeare’s 
Hamlet, as Polonius exhorts his son, Laertes:—‘‘This above 
all,—to thine own self be true; and it must follow, as the night 
the day, thou canst not then be false to any man.” (I, 3) 
“There’s been a breakdown of basic honesty,” states one of 
Missouri’s former vice presidents, whose ministry was spent 
almost entirely in the St. Louis area, and his point of reference 
was to the former “faculty majority.” 

Both sides in Missouri’s painful conflict acknowledge that doc¬ 
trinal differences exist. The Synod at New Orleans (1973) finally 
pinpointed some of the main ones. It did so in Resolution 3-09. In 
that resolution the delegates voiced their decisive disapproval of 
what had been going on for too long a time in the Synod. On 
matters of doctrine Missouri had always stood for consensus, 
for oneness, even as God had given it in His Word. But now the 
authority of the Scriptural Word was itself under assault. By 
their vote the delegates said, “No more of this.” God’s Word and 
God’s truth must not be made a matter of debate, as though 
error can have equal standing with truth, secular opinion with 
Scriptural truth, the lies of Belial with the truth of Christ. 

But the plot against Missouri’s integrity was very carefully 
laid. The arguments as a matter of fact were as old as liberalism 
itself, a century-and-a-half; but the principals (Missouri's own 
theological leaders) in the intrigue were new. Gone was the con¬ 
cern to be true to the heritage which their Lutheran forebears 
had left them (the consensus historicus Lutheranorurn). In 
fact there was embarrassment. Now there was a mad scrambl¬ 
ing to dissociate themselves from the old position which held 
that the Holy Scriptures were in fact the inspired Word of God, 
authoritative, inerrant. That needed to be demythologized. With 
the same breath with which they vowed loyalty to Article II of 
Synod’s Constitution, they disavowed the inviolable authority of 
what by now had become to them a fallible Bible. 

The charade had been going on for at least a dozen years 
before New Orleans cried, “Halt!”—this position cannot be 
tolerated in the church, much less be excused and defended.” 

But untruth plies a devious course. If New Orleans R 3-09 was 
responsible for taking the wind out of their sails, then R 3-09 
must go. The peddlers of the doctrinal errors targeted by R 3-09 
(it is true, R 3-09’s focus was on false doctrinal positions and 
not on the identity of persons) had boldly disclaimed that this 
resolution applied to them in any way. Testimonies of personal 
faith supposedly were to be sufficient answer to satisfy a con¬ 
cerned church. The Synod pleaded for straightforward answers. 
If Tietjen and the “faculty majority” disavowed the charges in 
R 3-09, then let there be an accounting of the documents that 
originated with them and which belied their claim of innocence. 

Specifically, the New Orleans convention zeroed in on three 
points; 

1) The authority of Holy Scriptures as the only norm by 
which all teachings and teachers must be judged; 

2) Gospel-reductionism (Gospelism), in its attack on 
Scripture’s content at given points, threatening 
eventually the Gospel itself; and 

3) An undermining or obfuscating of the teaching con¬ 
cerning the Third use of the Law. 

After all. it was the "faculty majority” that had raised a 
storm through their own statements and documents, most 
notable among which was "Faithful to Our Calling. Faithful to 


Our Lord, Part I.” They described and defended their positions 
as “responsibly taken.” But then, quite irresponsibly-for all 
the delegates at New Orleans to witness—they refused to give an 
account of the “positions responsibly taken.” The delegates 
could not miss what was happening; it was more than hedging, 
more than fudging. 

R 3-09 had laid Synod’s accusing finger on the neuralgic points. 
The issue was doctrinal. This is something that members of 
Synod must not forget in the confusion that now prevails on 
policy matters, of whether the Synod can rightly expect its dis¬ 
trict presidents to conform to the Bylaws. Nor ought the eight 
district presidents forget it either. The division in Synod is a 
doctrinal matter. It requires a doctrinal solution—consensus and 
unity under the Word! 

R 3-09 has been the burr under the saddle for the Seminex 
crowd on the long, rough ride (one has to admire the spirit of 
self-sacrifice of the zealots!) into self-imposed “exile” along the 
way to “ELIM.” Understandably R 3-09 continues to rankle and 
chafe the elite corps of dissidents. They had dedicated 
themselves, they thought, to leading the Synod beyond its 
narrow horizons into new dimensions of ecumenical involvement 
and to shaping Synod’s theology in a way that would be more 
conformable and comportable with Missouri’s new-found 
“friends” who were avowedly less Confessional and less intent 
on remaining Lutheran Christians according to the intent, mean¬ 
ing, and spirt of the Confessions. 

Seminex, ELIM, and the eight district presidents, who have 
together spearheaded Synod’s present para-Constitutional crisis 
(where everybody virtually does as he pleases, almost anarchy), 
saw just one snag or road block—R 3-09—in their way, one 
obstacle preventing them from getting the Synod on its knees, 
forcing the church body which it had infiltrated with neo¬ 
liberalism to beg their forgiveness for harm done. So, let’s con¬ 
centrate on R 3-09, was the word that went out. There’s a lion in 
the path. Shoot’m down! 

Like injured swans, with wings clipped but necks still drawn 
high, the Seminex group simply decries Synod’s efforts to 
restore God-pleasing unity. It deplores as demeaning Anaheim s 
appeal to them in Resolution 3-03A to meet individually with an 
interview committee to clear themselves of the charges leveled 
in New Orleans R 3-09. The Anaheim resolution, they say, was 
designed to break up their united stand; it left them under a 
cloud; and justified the New Orleans’ convention action. They 
simply demurred to cooperate in any way with the interview 
committee. They expressed dismay, even shock, that the inter¬ 
view committee itself would stoop to being partners to such 
a scheme, “asking brothers to clear themselves when no one 
comes forward even to press charges against them, much less 
prove the charges.” Instead they now are bold and brazen to 
suggest that the “people in Synod have been clamoring for 
dialogue,” and that this would be the “more excellent way. 
Brazen, we say, because the dialoguing had gone on for almost 
15 years, and the New Orleans action came in direct response to 
the irresponsible, audacious, and overt refusal of the injure 
swans” to accent any brotherly admonition. 

No one dismissed them from their called positions until they 
walked off, thumbed their noses at Synod and its appeals to 
honor the divine calls under which they were covenanted, and to 
return to their posts. They simply refused. By their own overt 
actions they underscored the fact that they were as a matter ot 
(Continued on Page 8) 


Page Four 


Affirm 


March 10, 1976 


The Three 

The doctrinal controversy in our Synod strikes at the very 
vitals of the church, namely, the nature and authority of Scrip¬ 
ture. The source, going back at least twenty years, lay in the 
gradual seminary infiltration of a liberal method of Biblical in¬ 
terpretation. The bad training of future pastors has been cor¬ 
rected through major and painful changes in both seminary 
faculty and supervision. That Synod’s two seminaries are now in 
doctrinal harmony with Synod’s position is something for which 
we should daily thank God. 

But this doctrinal controversy, as others in church history, has 
many ramifications and shows up at various places in the life of 
the church. 

Three major trouble spots at present are those district 
presidents who continue to place in Missouri Synod con¬ 
gregations men who are not certified for the LCMS ministry, the 
former faculty majority of the St. Louis Seminary, and students 
of the breakaway Seminex operation. Obviously, the three are 
closely related. 

Some district presidents, reflecting a willingness to allow doc¬ 
trinal permissiveness and deviations heretofore never tolerated 
in our Synod, defend their approval of Seminex pastoral can¬ 
didates on the basis of the so-called advisory character of Synod. 
Indeed, in the internal affairs of a congregation, Synod is only 
advisory. That kind of parish autonomy is not under question nor 
is it in danger today. 

But in the ordination authorization of uncertified men, we are 
not dealing only with the fact that the Constitution and By-Laws 
are knowingly broken, as serious as that is. But even more 
significantly, we are dealing with the sad fact that thes- 
pastoral candidates have chosen to take their theological train¬ 
ing at a school not affiliated with the Missouri Synod and under 
professors whose doctrinal stance was emphatically and 
specifically condemned by Synod in 1973. False doctrine is the 
issue! 

That kind of “autonomy” is not available to district presidents 
nor to Missouri Synod congregations. It is forbidden by Scrip¬ 
ture, it is contrary to our constitution, and it violates the basic 
concept of unity that lies in the very word “synod.” It is non¬ 
sense for someone to say, “I share the doctrinal position of the 
Missouri Synod, I want to be a member of that Synod, and as an 
officer of that Synod I have sworn loyalty to it. But I think it is 
all right that congregations have pastors whose doctrinal posi¬ 
tion does not agree with that of the Missouri Synod.” 

It would have been easy and proper for Synod at Anaheim to 
say to the rebellious district presidents, “You have said that you 
will not comply with the synodical regulations you are sworn to 
uphold and therefore you are herewith removed from office.” 

It would have been easy and accurate for Synod to say that St. 
Louis Seminary faculty members violated their calls by the 
walkout; that they gambled and lost on a well-organized power 
play attempt to force the seminary Board of Control to 
capitulate; that there was appalling arrogance in their ul¬ 
timatum to the Board of Control at its February 17,1974 meeting 
which gave the Board one day to reinstate the seminary presi¬ 
dent and meet three other demands or else, on February 19, they 
would no longer be teaching “under your auspices nor at the 
customary location.” 

It would have been equally easy and accurate for Synod to say 
that there seems to be something phony about a student-body 
statement on January 21,1974 (the day after the president’s tem¬ 
porary suspension) claiming that they could not attend classes 
as long as the professors were under the false doctrine charges 
by Synod in July 1973, when those students found themselves 
well able to study under those same professors from September, 
1973, until January 21, 1974. 


Trouble Spots 

It would have been easy for Synod to say, “We have had it with 
you rebels.” 

Yet, in an amazing and God-given tolerance and patience 
Synod at Anaheim had a loving word for all three groups. 

To the district presidents Synod said, “Please think it over. 
We are asking the synodical president to deal pastorally with 
you. Please reach a decision before your next district conven¬ 
tion.” 

To the professors Synod said, “We take at face value your 
repeated statement that you want to get out from under the 
cloud of false doctrine charges that do not name you individual¬ 
ly. You and your students have said repeatedly that you wish to 
be cleared or be found guilty. That request was reasonable, so 
we will make arrangements for a 5-man committee of fair and 
honorable men to review your doctrinal position with you on the 
individual basis you have asked for.” 

To the students Synod said, “Perhaps you have had second 
thoughts about your rash rebellion. We are making it the specific 
function of the synodical colloquy board to meet with you at your 
request in order to discuss your doctrinal stand. It is our prayer 
that you will be found qualified for the ministry of our church.” 

Now, what has been the result of this fair and loving approach 
by Synod to the problem areas of students, professors, and dis¬ 
trict presidents? 

A few students have been interviewed and certified for the 
ministry, and for this we thank God. But the majority have 
refused to walk through the door that Synod opened for them. 

• T ?. a n , lan ’ P r °fessors who repeatedly complained about be- 
In f T er a (doud '' f' ave rejected the interview process provid¬ 
ed by Synod in response to their request. 

The illegitimate ordination of Seminex graduates by some dis¬ 
trict presidents has continued. 

So, it finally comes down to this. Synod is a voluntary associa¬ 
tion of free people who have lovingly covenanted together in doc¬ 
trinal agreement for the furtherance of God’s Kingdom. They 
have agreed to walk together. When some, after long and patient 
discussion, find that they really cannot any longer walk together 
with us, then honesty and integrity—theirs and ours—require 
that they walk elsewhere. 

The Rev. Ewald J. Otto, Pastor 
Our Redeemer Lutheran Church 
Quincy, Illinois 


Editorial Policy 

While the articles in Affirm with their applications to 
contemporary events rest on Biblical truths, they do not 
necessarily in all their details represent the views of The 
Editorial Group. Any divergence of opinion, however, falls 
within the latitude allowed by Article II of the Constitution of 
The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod. 

For Affirm is unashamedly dedicated to preserving, under 
grace. Missouri's priceless theological heritage, based on the 
Word and set forth in the Book of Concord, as both have been 
commonly understood in Missouri until the most recent times. 


The Editorial Group 

The Rev. William T. Eggers 
Richard G. Korthals 
The Rev. Ewald J. Otto 
Dr. Robert Preus 
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On The News Front 


IVIlJCH has been made of the number of congregations which have of late transferred to the 
English District. In reading these reports one can easily get the impression that large numbers of 
congregations want to transfer in and none want to leave, simply because we do not hear of the 
latter taking place. This, however, is not the case. There are congregations w ho want to 
transfer to a geographical district, but the affected district president is encouraging them to 
follow the Synodical Handbook procedures. A change from one district to another can only take 
place after permission is received from Synod, given at a regular convention. This is as it should 
be, since it is the Synod which establishes districts and district boundaries. When the English 
District states that they are accepting congregations at the present time, they are violating the 
covenant or agreement under which we operate. To do this is unethical. The other presidents who 
have received similar requests have listened to their conscience and have done the ethical thing. 
They have told congregations to try to work things out and wait until the Dallas convention, at 
which time they can memorialize the Synod, requesting the change. Of course, all this would 
change if the English District should leave Synod, for this would, in effect, dissolve the district, 
and those congregations who would not be in agreement would automatically become members 
of the district in which they reside. In the meantime, this will explain why you will not hear of 
geographical districts accepting congregations, even though a number of requests have been 
received. 


* * 


* 


It is interesting that those with liberal leanings are now saying what conserva tives have been 
stating for years: the issue is doctrinal and not political; it is a struggle about what the Bible says 
and means. 

Martin Marty, a church historian who is also a member of Missouri s clergy, stated in an inter¬ 
view with the Richmond Tirnes-Dispatch that he does not think it possible to take a middle of 
the road” stance in the doctrinal struggle which now troubles Missouri. . . there can t be a mid¬ 
dle between two positions, one of which can simply be summarized as there s room for both of 
us,’ and the other side (saying) there is not room. I cannot see where there is a tactical middle. 

The story went on to state that “ ‘moderates’ will leave the Synod to join a temporary holding 
Church, to assure that the tradition has continuity.’ At that point, he said, there is no question 
that it would move to the other two (major) Lutheran groups.’ 


* * 


* 


The Des Moines Tribune last January quoted Dr. Tietjen, 

The problem would be there if I were president, or if someone like me had been 
president. I was in the way. The name of the game was control of the synod and of the 
seminary. 

It later continued with the following analysis of Missouri’s struggle, apparently gained from a 
speech Tietjen made in Des Moines. 

The differences within the Missouri Synod predate Tietjen’s becoming president of 
Concordia in 1969. He feels this was one of the reasons he was involuntarily thrust into 
the center of the controversy. 

The doctrinal differences, he said, have existed here since the 1950 s and may even 
have their roots in the 1940’s, when Missouri Synod Lutherans began pondering their 
relationship to other Lutherans and other Christians. . 

In simplest terms, the dispute revolves around the question of how literally the B ible 
is to be taken—an issue that has confronted every church attempting to relate Biblical 
knowledge to modern historical and scientific understanding. 


(Continued on Page 6) 


Page Six 


Affirm 


On the News Front: ,co„,m„ e d from page 5) 


March 10, 1976 


ggg&gssgg ms s 

7 1 h r~J Ti 1 rnf Ii A« J 71 /T ____. _ . 


The Faithful Messenger 
Cincinnati Concerns 
Southern Concerns 


California Concerns 
The Northern Light 
DCP Trumpet 

Colorado Laymen’s Newsletter 

The Evangelical Lutheran 
Oklahoma Evangel 

Calling All Loyal Lutherans 
The Lay Voice of Nebraska 

Lutherans United for Synod 


Rev. Victor A. Kurz 
3247 Smiley Road 
Columbus, Ohio 43220 

Rev. Eric Schuk 
968 Fashion Avenue 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45238 

Mr. G. R. Murphy 

Salem Lutheran 

418 Fourth Street 

Gretna, Louisiana 70053 

Mr. Ed A. Weise 

14447 Juniper Street 

San Leandro, California 94579 

Rev. David Anderson 
1000 Memorial Drive 
Crookston, Minnesota 56716 

Rev. Tom Baker 
1405 Anna 

University City, Missouri 63130 
Mr. Ray Joeckel 
2210 Lincoln Center Building 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

P.O. Box 1462 
Orange, California 92668 

Mr. A. H. Turner 
R. R. #2 

Kingfisher, Oklahoma 73750 
R.R.tfl 

Decatur, Indiana 46733 

Mr. A1 Achterberg 
P.O. Box 527 

Holdrege, Nebraska 68949 
L. U. F. S. 

Box 28253 

St. Louis, Missouri 63132 


Once again, the church’s deep appreciation for j- 
Missouri and for helping to strengthen the soulsto ChrisU^ 6VentS 


Contributions 


(Continued on Page 7) 


With their generous support many of its friends have 
made the publication of Affirm possible. 

You also can help defray its cost by contributing in any 
amount to: y 

Affirm 

Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 

Contributions to Affirm are tax deductible. 


Copies Available 

f nd 0ther groups ma y order copies of Affirm 
anrfh bU Jv rat l° * 400 per hundred- This price includes postage 
and handling. Single copies are 10 cents each. 
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On the News Front: (Continued from page 6) 


The ATS Commission on Accrediting removed the probation which it has imposed on Concordia 
Sem, St. Louis, some time ago. In taking this action, the visiting team stated: 


On the academic community: “We are satisfied that the faculty constitutes a 
vigorous community of faith and learning . Our conversations with individual faculty 
members uniformly indicated that the faculty are happy to be at Concordia, are 
satisfied with the conditions under which they work, respect their colleagues and ad¬ 
ministrators, and feel a part of a team engaged together in the enterprise of 
theological education. They believe they are respected and valued by the Board of Con¬ 
trol and the administration, and they value the relationships obtaining among 
themselves and with students. .. . Scars from the events of early 1974 are remarkably 
absent . . . What we found in visiting among the faculty was confirmed by student 
perceptions of the faculty.” 


On academic freedom: “Our conclusion is that faculty and students do examine 
positions other than those deemed acceptable to the Synod, and that, in that sense, 
academic freedom is present and operative. ” 


* * * 

The interview committee, appointed to determine if former faculty members of the Sem held 
sound doctrines, has asked to be terminated since the faculty members declined to be inter¬ 
viewed. In a letter to each of these former faculty members the committee stated: 

We are persuaded that the interview process recommended by the Anaheim conven¬ 
tion in Resolution 3-03A, despite possible shortcomings, by God’s grace could have 
served as a ministry of healing in the church. 

In all kindness and candor, we cannot accept your implication that we have prejudg¬ 
ed you, or that the interview process would have been an act “contrary to the Word 
and will of God, and a clear disservice to His church,” as you have said. 

Since you have felt constrained to decline the invitation of our committee to par¬ 
ticipate in the interviews, we feel that any further efforts on our part would be of¬ 
ficious and would exceed the assignment given to our committee by the Synod. 


* * 


* 


Missouri’s Committee to commemorate t he 200th anniversary of the founding of the United 
States offers a theme and symbol “Life and Liberty through Christ,” tracts, other materials, 
suggests four days of the year for special services, has arranged for a speaker’s bureau, edited 
various Bible materials and has prepared a list of suggested readings. Additional and more 
detailed information can be obtained from the Committee by writing it at 801 DeMun Avenue, St. 
Louis, Mo. 63105. 


Affirm’s Mailing List 

If you have friends to whom you want Affirm sent, please in¬ 
form us. We will be happy to place them on our mailing list. 

To comply with postal mailing regulations AFFIRM S mail¬ 
ing list is arranged numerically according to Zip Code Number. 

Therefore, it would be helpful to us if names were 
ARRANGED NUMERICALLY ACCORDING TO ZIP CODE 
NUMBERS, AND ALPHABETICALLY UNDER EACH ZIP 
CODE. This will enable us to check easily to determine if the 
names submitted are already on our mailing list, and eliminate 
duplicate mailings. 

It would also be helpful if names and addresses were printed 
clearly or typewritten. 


Affirm 

Affirm, sponsored by Balance Inc., is published monthly or 
more frequently by a group of its members concerned about 
theological and related developments in The Lutheran Church 
—Missouri Synod. 

All correspondence, editorial material, contributions, and 
communications about subscriptions should be addressed to: 

Affirm 

c/o Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 
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We Need Your Help ! 

As events in Missouri indicate — some of them sum¬ 
marized on these pages—Missouri may be passing through 
her most crucial and darkest hour. 

Most of us probably thought that the sound Anaheim 
resolutions for dealing on a practical level with our dif¬ 
ficulties would shift the scene of the struggle to the dis¬ 
trict and congregational level, where it would be resolved 
within a year or so at the outside. 

Those of us responsible for publishing Affirm began to 
feel a sense of relief and hoped that we might soon be able 
to discontinue Affirm; we anticipated a solid and united 
Missouri re-emerging with its old doctrinal stance 
clarified. 

We had good reasons to believe this; we have men 
representing historical Missouri in the Synod’s key posts; 
we have the doctrinal resolutions of New Orleans behind 
us; and building on their base, we have the practical 
resolutions of Anaheim. 

Yet as time passes it appears that the struggle in 
Missouri is deepening and that the many months to Dallas 
may prove even more crucial than the months before 
previous conventions. 

We are still confident of God’s presence and the joy we 
have in Christ as well as the ultimate victory! 

We are also confident that the many of you who have 
seen us through the struggle the past five years Affirm 
has been publishing will continue to pray for the success of 
our common cause, to work for it and to contribute toward 
it. With a circulation now over 100,000 and with in¬ 
flationary costs affecting us, you will appreciate that Af- 
firm needs your contributions now. 

Please help us as generously as you can now and 
throughout the year! We make our plea in the name of 
Christ and His pure Gospel. 


R 3-09 

(Continued From Page 3) 

fact at odds doctrinally with their church, as New Orleans had 
charged. Had they in fact been innocent of the doctrinal 
deviations specified in R 3-09, then common sense and Christian 
integrity dictated, in fact demanded, that they stay on their jobs 
and prove their case protected as they were by Synod’s 
Constitutional channels. 

The eight district presidents were tools—wittingly or unwit¬ 
tingly—for the Seminex intrigue. They, too, hope that by keeping 
a solid phalanx they can drive the Synod to its knees and justify 
themselves. They insist, in spite of all the evidence to the con¬ 
trary (as a matter of fact, they like vice president Gerken of the 
Missouri District, who “exonerated” Tietjen of any false doc¬ 
trine, simply refuse to acknowledge—quite inconsistently—that 
false doctrine is the issue and harp rather on “church poli¬ 
tics”), that it is:— 

1) a scandal to label faithful teachers as unfaithful; 

2) wrong to require Seminex graduates to submit to an 
interview process before placement, because this 
would offend their consciences; and 

3) contrary to a congregation’s autonomy to expect it 
or require it to conform to synodical policy as 
regards the certification of candidates. 

So, they join the clamor; Synod’s president must overturn and 
declare R 3-09 to be a mistake! 


1 ET the facts are, as the documents penned by Seminex’ own 
“exiles” verify, that there’s been a breakdown of basic 
honesty.No one has ever doubted that the Seminex group lacks 
audacity. Nor can anyone now claim that they are not skilled at 
playing fast and loose with the facts. 

R 3-09 was and is Synod’s plea for integrity, uprightness and 
truth, for people who claim a partnership in Synod, to be true to 
themselves; and then it will follow as night follows day that they 
will also find it impossible to be false to their fellow 
Missourians. 

That is the only way to unity and concord. “Let every one 
speak the truth with his neighbor, for we are members one of 
another,” is the apostolic word that fits for this hour in 
Missouri’s life and history. 

Dr. Eugene F. Klug 
Concordia Seminary 
Springfield, Illinois 
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Four District Presidents Removed 


1 HE climax of Missouri’s long internal struggle about the 
control of Synod took place on Friday, April 2. 

On that day Missouri’s President, Dr. J. A. 0. Preus, removed 
from office four dissident District Presidents, the Reverends R. 
Ressmeyer of the Atlantic District, H. Frincke of the Eastern 
District, R. Riedel of the New England District, and H. Hecht of 
the English District. 

The issue, so ably stated in Resolution 3-09 of the New Orleans 
convention, was a doctrinal issue which affected every teaching 
of the Bible: how the Word of God is to be interpreted. 

Vacating the offices of these four men should, under God, 
start closing out a struggle which has increasingly troubled 
Missouri for nearly two decades. 

It will enable a unified church body to devote its energies fully 
to the great mission task which the Lord made its responsibility. 
It will also permit Missouri’s members to express more fully the 
positives and joys of their faith and shed the strains of the ten¬ 
sion which an era of struggle laid upon them. 

Missouri’s president acted under a resolution of the Anaheim 
convention which directed him to vacate the office of any dis¬ 
trict president who ordained graduates of Seminex, the 
breakaway seminary which left the St. Louis campus in order to 
establish' its own independent school. 

The Preus action came after many months during which he 
personally made last efforts to avert the break. Prior to 
Anaheim reconciliation and a return to Biblical doctrine by 
those with liberal leanings had been sought by the conservatives 
in scores of meetings, held under various sponsorships. No 
progress had been made. 


The Anaheim resolution reflected the futility of continuing 
talks which were not effective. The April 2 action of Preus 
culminated a series of discussions between the President and 
these District Presidents. 

On Thursday afternoon, according to reports, all eight of the 
dissident district men met with Synod’s Board of Directors. On 
Friday morning the four again met with Preus as a group and in¬ 
dividually. Later that morning he removed them from office. 

Since the districts of Missouri are not independent church 
bodies, but the creation of Synod, and since the property of the 
district is legally Synod’s property, Missouri’s Board of Direc¬ 
tors took the legal actions necessary to protect Synod’s interests 
in these four districts and immediately notified other officials in 
these districts of the constraints placed upon them by the situa¬ 
tion. 

Affirm is deeply distressed that the Preus action had to take 
place; it presented the issues during its five year publication 
history with the hope that, under grace, its pages might be a 
reconciling force. 

It understands the President’s feelings, that he is “very 
anguished at having to do this.” Though he may understand its 
necessity under the will of God, no conservative rejoices in the 
breakup of his church body. 


The Rev. John Tietjen said that Preus had “set in motion an 
unstoppable, irretrievable series of events that will lead to the 
eventual breakup of Synod.” 

There seems to be a consensus among Missouri’s leaders on 
both sides of the issue that such a split has now become in¬ 
evitable. 


DISTRESSING months lie ahead as all the implications and 
the settlement of the practical issues involved unfold 
themselves. Individuals will have to make decisions about their 
course of action as will congregations and even portions of dis¬ 
tricts. 

Preus said hopefully, “I don’t anticipate there will be as much 
furor over this as some would have expected or hoped.” 

May that prove true! 

Saddening though the event is, it has its joyful aspects. God 
has blessed Missouri with leaders who stood firm in her great 
crisis and slowly, as they were able, led the church back to her 
foundations in God’s Word. 

It is a unique history; no other church body of modern times 
which has started down the liberal path has been able to reverse 
that trend and recover its conservative position. 

Thank God for His blessing on Missouri! 

Thank Him for having preserved among us the purity of doc¬ 
trine and faithful adherence to the Sacraments which have been 
the strength of generations of Missourians as well as their great 
comfort and hope! 

But history still lies ahead of Missouri. 

A part of that history in our turbulent times must be an in¬ 
telligent response to all which is happening around us — all the 
discoveries men are making — to help protect, by grace, other 
Missourians from being misled by modern temptations. 

A second thrust must be to put the Lord’s accent on the 
evangelizing of the world! 

A third thrust must be to keep those schools which have good 
faculties now to stand firm in the years ahead and to bring other 
Missouri’s schools into the circle of doctrinal agreement which 
Missouri is again becoming. 

But always and above all, we must praise God for what He has 
again given us and ask Him to continue to bless us! 
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Evangelism: His Loving Command 


THEY were both strangers to the small village. No one had seen 
them before. They stayed only long enough to introduce 
themselves; to be sincerely friendly; to make friends and then 
to leave. It was but a few weeks later and the same two return¬ 
ed. This time they asked questions: “Are you satisfied with your 
life here? Isn’t your farm too small? Aren’t prices too high? Who 
owns the land?” They left and behind them were sown the seeds 
of dissatisfaction. 

There was a third visit. The same two. One always did the 
talking while the other listened. During their second visit they 
had only raised questions, this time the questions were 
answered: “We realize how hard life is for you. We have a plan. 
We will help you. We can offer more land. Prices will go down. 
Only we can help you.” Then they left. The villagers awaited the 
fourth visit. They came. They talked about armed revolution. 
“Eliminate the property owners. Eliminate the rich. Eliminate 
all superstition: churches, holy books, and religion.” They 
brought guns. 

This particular incident took place in the Philippine Islands. It 
is continuing and will continue until all of the population of that 
country is confronted by these Marxist-missionaries. 

What has just been described is a basic technique of the Com¬ 
munists everywhere as they witness their ideology. It involves 
the idea of a trainer and a trainee. The trainer does all of the 
speaking with the trainee listening and watching the technique. 
Once the trainee learns the methodology he becomes a trainer 
and a trainee is assigned to him. This continues and continues: 
multiplying, adding, reaching, and conquering. 

It is not necessary to point out the tremendous results of such 
a campaign of witnessing for their cause but perhaps, it is need¬ 
ful to express that the essential procedure (minus the guns, talk 
of armed revolution, etc.) was taken from the Holy Bible! For 
what we are observing in their confrontation is the evangelism 
strategy used by the Lord as written in Luke 10:1,3 ff.: 

After these things the Lord appointed other seventy also, 
and sent them two and two before His face into every city 
and place, wither He Himself would come. Therefore, said 
He unto them, The harvest truly is great, but the laborers 
are few; pray ye therefore, the Lord of the harvest, that 
He would send forth laborers into His harvest. 

Many Christians of today are using this trainer-trainee (teams 
of twos) as a valid method of evangelizing. However, there are 
also other ways in which evangelism (presenting the Savior, 
Jesus Christ to the unbeliever) can be accomplished: individual 
spontaneous witnessing, group proclamation, special worship 
services, the use of an underlined Bible, distribution of tracts, 
and various organizational plans for covering a neighborhood, a 
suburb, an ethnic group, an office building, or wherever a soul is 
without Christ. 

To be truly Biblical and to be truly effective, however, (no 
matter what method of out-reach is employed) a congregation 
should make certain that two things are stressed : 1. the Biblical- 
salvation-message and 2. the teaching of technique. 

The Biblical-Salvation-Message 

And said unto them, This is written and thus it behoved 
Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the third day: 
and that repentance and remission of sin should be preach¬ 
ed in His name among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem. 
(Luke 24:46, 47). 

It is unmistakably clear that we are to proclaim the good news 
of the forgiveness of our sins: unearned, undeserved, un¬ 
merited; given us through faith in Christ’s suffering, dying on 
Calvary and in His resurrection on Easter Sunday! For the sake 
of that one divine-man Jesus Christ, God will not allow our sins 
to separate us from Him! For the sake of that one divine-man 


Jesus Christ, His blood obliterates all our guilt! For the sake of 
that one divine-man Jesus Christ, what we could not obtain by 
human works, by human suffering, and dying, He obtained by 
divine works, and by His divine suffering and death! 

It was just this Gospel-good news that rings like music 
throughout the primitive Church! This is why the New Testa¬ 
ment is filled with superlatives! This was the power that over¬ 
came the Roman Empire! This was the reason for the early 
Christians’ love, their unity, and their peace! This was the 
reason for their risking everything to reach all with joyous 
celebration of “Being justified freely by His grace through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus.” (Romans 3:23). Without this 
Biblical-salvation-message, all evangelism proclamation is 
counterfeit. 

The Teaching of Technique 

The true Biblical salvation message has always been taught 
within our congregations; that has not been our problem. The 
difficulty has arisen because to be effective, the message re¬ 
quires messengers. We are not making reference to the need of 
more pastors, but rather, that men, women, young people, and 
even children accept the challenge that they too are to be 
messengers of the message of salvation! This is not only a 
problem but in the case of many, it is a sin. Let me illustrate by 
calling it: The Sin of the Great Silence in our Lives. We are so 
willing to give Jesus Christ a place in our churches: on the altar, 
in the stained glass windows, or within the hymnbook. We are 
so willing to give Jesus Christ a place in our liturgy or in our 
private home-devotions but He wants more than that! He wants 
to be told and told, again and again. If we think that Jesus is good 
enough for our wall plaques, for our Youth and Guild meetings, 
then He is good enough for the next door neighbor and for the one 
who rides to work with us. If Jesus is good enough for the pic¬ 
tures in our home and the words from our pulpit then He is good 
enough for “the butcher, the baker, and the candlestick maker! ” 

It is our opinion that most lay people fail to witness not 
because of apathy or unwillingness but simply because they 
want to know the right thing to say in the right way. Only a very 
few people can easily express the Christian faith without fear or 
hesitation without having had the benefit of previous training. 
The greater majority require indoctrination in evangelistic 
witnessing. Jesus Christ wants to be told and people do want to 
know just how to go about the telling, hence, the popularity of 
the trainer and the trainee methodology. Evangelistic personal 
witnessing should require the learning of technique and orienta¬ 
tion. 

Our Lutheran Church Missouri Synod has made giant steps 
during the past ten years in making the techinques of 
evangelism available. The Evangelism Department in St. Louis 
has a board of five members plus a full-time staff of two officials 
with a host of materials: books, tracts, Bible studies, brochures, 
manuals, visual aids, programs, and the like. All of these helps 
were prepared so that the congregation is able to organize, train, 
and effectively carry out an evangelistic out-reach program for 
all ages and for all purposes: to the athiest, the agnostic, the 
senior citizen, the ethnic group, the intellectual, as well as the 
man on the street. Each District has evangelism boards, com¬ 
mittees, and either; an evangelism director or trained pastors 
and laymen who will go to a church and establish programs to 
develop “evangelists” within its midst. Each Circuit and usual¬ 
ly each local conference too, have appointees who specialize in 
assisting local parishes in the teaching of technique. Our 
Seminaries offer a variety of courses which will equip the future 
pastors both to evangelize and to train others to become 
messengers of the message. Some of the required and elective 
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The ALC Issue — Still Unresolved 


IN 1969 The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod declared 
fellowship with The American Lutheran Church (ALC). The 1969 
Denver Convention of the Missouri Synod is still considered the 
watershed convention because the conservative voice of the 
church began to express iteself in a way that the church body 
had not known for years. All of the events that happened in 1971, 
1973, and 1975 have flowed out of the change of direction in 1969. 
The repercussions of Denver are still being felt in the Missouri 
Synod today and the final echoes have still not been heard. 
Denver meant that the Missouri Synod would again listen to the 
voice of its founding fathers. 

The great anomaly of the 1969 convention at Denver was that 
the Missouri Synod declared fellowship with the ALC. The close 
vote at the convention indicated that the Missouri Synod as a 
federation of congregations was not sold on the fellowship ques¬ 
tion. It also indicated that there was confusion in the minds of 
many of the delegates as well as with the rank and file back in 
the congregations on what fellowship entailed. Since its very 
beginnings in the 19th century, the Missouri Synod had doctrinal 
discussions with some of the church bodies now incorporated 
into the ALC. 

The chief issue separating those groups one hundred years ago 
were questions like “Did God choose man for salvation because 
God knew man would believe?” or “Did God choose man for 
salvation as a pure act of His grace?” The forerunner of The 
American Lutheran Church answered “Yes” to the first ques¬ 
tion and the Missouri Synod answered “Yes” to the second ques¬ 
tion. Important as the answer to these questions were one hun¬ 
dred or maybe even fifty years ago, other questions have come 
since that time that are considered just as critical. Even since 
1969 yet more issues separating Missouri Synod theology from 
ALC theology have developed. 


SHORTLY after the Missouri Synod declared fellowship with 
the ALC, the ALC began allowing women to become pastors. 
This was clearly against what St. Paul had written in First 
Corinthians and First Timothy. The Missouri Synod besought 
the ALC to reevaluate its decision to permit women to become 
ordained pastors. The ALC did not budge. Since 1969 the ALC 
also declared fellowship with the Lutheran Church in America, a 
church body that has been tolerant of doctrinal aberrations since 
its parent bodies were founded in the 18th century. 

The Biblical and old church concept that fellowship between 
church bodies could only be established where there was not only 
agreement in doctrine but also agreement and cooperation 
among partner churches was swept aside. The unilateral 
declaration of fellowship declared by the ALC without the agree¬ 
ment of the Missouri Synod was not only against the rules of 
common courtesy but a gross disregard of the alleged fellowship 
that the ALC had with Missouri. Fellowship between the ALC 
and the Missouri Synod clearly did not meet the standards 
known in the Bible and the ancient church. 

The 1969 decision of the Missouri Synod allowed individual con¬ 
gregations the right to decide if they would practice fellowship 
with the ALC. This kind of arrangement known as selective 
fellowship was simply unheard of in Biblical times. It in¬ 
dicated that the Missouri Synod congregations were not really in 
doctrinal agreement among themselves. This harsh opinion had 
proven correct in the seven intervening years. These years have 
shown that the ‘moderate’ faction in the Missouri Synod does in 
fact have more in common with the ALC than with the 
traditional Missouri Synod position. 


B 


OTH the ‘moderate’ faction and the ALC agree that women 
should be ordained as pastors, that there are errors in the Bible, 


that methods questioning the historical quality of the Bible are 
permissible, that there should be a sharing of the Lord’s Supper 
with non-Lutherans and that abortion is permissible. There are 
really no basic disagreements between the positions of the 
‘moderate’ faction in the Missouri Synod and the ALC. Even 
before and now after Denver the Missouri Synod has condemned 
various positions now recognized as tolerated by the ‘moderate’ 
position. These rejections of the ‘moderate’ position apply equal¬ 
ly to the position of the ALC. The Missouri Synod can as little 
tolerate these unscriptural positions in its own midst as it can in 
a church body with whom it has fellowship. 

Since 1969 the Missouri Synod has been occupied in getting its 
own doctrinal house in order. It did not have time to scrutinize 
the unsettled issues of the ALC fellowship. The one issue, the or¬ 
dination of women pastors, on which the Missouri Synod did 
speak to the ALC, was rejected offhand. Not only did it declare 
fellowship with the more doctrinally tolerant Lutheran Church 
in America, but together with that church body arranged a 
scheme for their members to receive the Lord’s Supper at non- 
Lutheran altars. Non-Lutherans would be welcomed at their 
altars. 

The ALC has also expressed sympathy in many ways with the 
Missouri Synod moderates. Quite blatant was the attendance of 
the ALC president at the ordination of Seminex graduates. Such 
ordinations are not recognized by the Missouri Synod. The ALC 
is also making arrangements for ‘moderate’ congregations to 
join its membership. The ALC would rather fellowship with the 
‘moderates’ in the Missouri Synod and has said quite clearly on 
many occasions that it does not really like or want to listen to 
the Missouri Synod’s confessional and conservative positions 
and statements. The time has finally come for the Missouri 
Synod to declare publicly what is already a fact, that fellow¬ 
ship between it and the ALC is non-existent. The ALC relishes 
its fellowship with the more doctrinally tolerant Lutheran 
Church in America and a widening fellowship with other Protes¬ 
tant bodies. In fact there is hardly any real difference between 
the ALC and the Lutheran Church in America. The Missouri 
Synod only has to realize that it has no part in ecumenical 
dreams of the ALC. 


Dr. David P. Scaer 
Concordia Seminary 
Springfield, Illinois 


Editorial Policy 

While the articles in Affirm with their applications to 
contemporary events rest on Biblical truths, they do not 
necessarily in all their details represent the views of The 
Editorial Group. Any divergence of opinion, however, falls 
within the latitude allowed by Article II of the Constitution of 
The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod. 

For Affirm is unashamedly dedicated to preserving, under 
grace. Missouri's priceless theological heritage, based on the 
Word and set forth in the Book of Concord, as both have been 
commonly understood in Missouri until the most recent times. 


The Editorial Group 

The Rev. William T. Eggers 
Richard G. Korthals 
The Rev. Ewald J. Otto 
Dr. Robert Preus 
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A Christian View of the Bicentennial 


The author of this article is indebted to 
Dr. Kenneth Heinitz, Concordia Teachers 
College, River Forest, Illinois, for some 
thoughts from his longer article, “The 
Christian in a Bicentennial Year,’’ which 
appeared in the January 1976 issue of 
“The Cresset.” 


The Lutheran Church, like other religious groups, was 
transplanted to American soil by early emigrants, with traces of 
those early plantings reaching back 100 years before the foun¬ 
ding of our nation. The earliest Lutheran congregations (Dutch, 
Scandinavian, German) were established on Manhattan Island 
in 1623. The first Lutheran pastor ordained on American soil was 
Justus Falckner on November 23, 1703, in Philadelphia. 

All of which is to say that strong Lutheran threads are woven 
into the fabric of American history. In 1976 Lutherans are think¬ 
ing of themselves not only as celebrants in a bicentennial year, 
but also as participants in 200 years of United States history. 

Blessed we have been! As they came to this country, 
Lutherans shared in the blessings of the land. They settled on the 
easily available acres, rich with amazing fertility, which 
stretched from the mountains to the prairies; they reaped the 
harvest of the great forests; they benefitted from its natural 
resources and mined its precious metals. They shared in the 
adventure of establishing the republic and a form of government 
which provided for civil and religious liberty. They voted in town 
meetings and worshipped God according to the dictates of their 
conscience. 

But, like Abraham of old, Lutherans were blessed to be a 
blessing. Their contributions to our country have been many. 
They tilled the soil, joined in opening new territories, helped 
build the railroads, worked in the factories, and wrote our laws. 
God fearing folk, they contributed stability to their communities 
built churches, established congregations, and shared the Gospel 
light with those sitting in darkness. 


OUT an honest appraisal of our 200 years shows that there was 
not all sweetness and light. We have had our seamy side too, and 
there are attitudes and incidents in our history of which we are 
less than proud. We took land away from the Indians who were 
here before we came, we mistreated the Blacks, abused the 
land, and wasted its resources. We took our blessings for 
granted. We acted as if the land was there for the taking, instead 
Of viewing it as a loan from God for which we, as stewards, must 
give account. 

Although Americans have covered the city street corners and 
dotted the countryside with churches, there has also been among 
us a massive irreligiousness. The God we worship on Sunday 
morning has been asked not to interfere in our Monday lives. The 
flesh often has been far ahead of the spirit. Many churches are 
little more than social clubs and fail to function as the con¬ 
science of the nation. The trumpet frequently has given an un¬ 
certain sound. The “pursuit of happiness,” written into the 
Declaration of Independence by Thomas Jefferson, has become 
an idol to many under the false assumption that we all are en¬ 
titled to be happy all of the time. In short, our history is marred 
by sins against God, against people, and against the land. 

In the face of all that, ought we to celebrate at all? Some think 
not as they indulge in an almost paranoid parade of what has 


been wrong. Others, though also caught between guilt and 
celebration, are less drastic and have suggested that we tone 
down the bicentennial festivities. For example, an article in the 
March 1975 New Yorker, looking ahead to the bicentennial 
year, suggested that we “Sing ‘Happy Birthday’ with feel¬ 
ing—but softly—very softly.” 

Lutherans, it seems to me, know a better way. With our Law- 
Gospel orientation, we can encourage the celebration of a sound¬ 
ly theological bicentennial. Our theology revolves around sin and 
grace, and in our daily lives we think in terms of confession, 
forgiveness, and the fruits of repentance. 

So we start out with repentance. That is familiar ground for 
Lutherans as we begin each week in our churches by confession 
together before God that in the past week we “have sinned 
against Thee by thought, word, and deed.” An old saying has it 
that an honest confession is good for the soul. It is also good for a 
nation. So we look back over 200 years and confess candidly to 
God that we have sinned against Him, against our fellowman, 
and against this great and good land which He has given us. We 
lay our two centuries, marred by sin, at the foot of the cross. 


But we repent not for the sake of repentance or as an exercise 
which has self-denigration as its goal. Rather, we want to be 
good and receptive ground for the sowing of God’s forgiveness. 
“If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive us our 
sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness.” The sinful 
Psalmist is expressing also our confidence when he writes, 
“There is forgiveness with Thee.” This is most certainly true. 

We are not proud of the sins that have stained 200 years of 
history, but neither do we let our memory of them diminish the 
joy of our festival. Let the songs of our celebration be liberally 
laced with the greatness and goodness and grace of God. 

Sincere repentance shows forth the fruits thereof. There will 
be a renewed appreciation of the fact that our blessings do in¬ 
deed come from God. With the twelve men who searched out the 
land of Israel we will say (Deuteronomy 1:25), “It is a good land 
which the Lord our God doth give us.” Our singing of “Praise 
God from whom all blessings flow” will be as sincere as it is 
vigorous. 

There will also be in us a better stewardship of the land. We 
will work to restore and preserve the fertility of the precious 
layer of life-giving topsoil. Grateful for the lavish supply of 
water God has placed on the earth, we will honor Him by halting 
our thoughtless pollution of lakes and streams. We will 
remember the adage, “Waste not, want not,” and harbor more 
carefully the God-given natural resources and supplies of 
energy. We will work to heal the wounds, the laceration of the 
land and injustices to people. 

The English poet and novelist Rudyard Kipling, in his 
Recessional, gives us a fitting bicentennial prayer, “Lord God 
of hosts, be with us yet, lest we forget, lest we forget.” 

The Rev. Ewald J. Otto, Pastor 
Our Redeemer Lutheran Church 
Quincy, Illinois 
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Is The Bible Inerrant? 


Is THE BIBLE INERRANT? is the title of a booklet of 43- 
pages, published by the Reverend John D. Frey of Prairie 
Village, Kansas. This attack upon the historic position of The 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod was distributed throughout 
the length and breath of the Synod by the ELIM organization. It 
is the content of this booklet that the Bible is indeed errant, that 
the Holy Scriptures contain inaccuracies, mistakes and con¬ 
tradictions. That the Bible is errant and not inerrant Frey 
claims is the only possible conclusion which can honestly be 
drawn from the impartial reading of the Bible. 

The Bible is said to contain inaccuracies and mistakes when 
Biblical statements about the nature of the world are compared 
with the conclusions of 20th century science. It is also claimed 
that a study of the Old Testament quotations in the New Testa¬ 
ment shows they are not in agreement with the Old Testament 
texts that are supposedly being quoted. 

A number of times in both Testaments where the reader finds 
parallel accounts of the same events and references to the same 
personalities, it will be discovered that the accounts disagree 
and significantly vary and thus the conclusions must be drawn 
that there are statistical and historical inaccuracies and mis¬ 
takes. While Frey does admit that some of the errors, contradic¬ 
tions and inaccuracies may not have been in the original writings 
(called autographs), still he claims that many accounts cannot 
be explained on this assumption, but clearly show that there are 
errors in the autographic accounts (cf. p. 25). 

The pastor from Kansas further contends that the Bible’s in¬ 
spiration does not guarantee absolute correctness in the original 
writings but not that the Bible’s authority as God’s Word is 
affected by the presence of numerous inaccuracies, mistakes 
and contradictions. He further argues that the Word of God does 
not teach the infallibility and reliability and truthfulness of all 
that has been recorded by “the holy men of God who spake as 
they were moved by the Holy Ghost.” 

QUESTIONING the inerrancy and reliability of the total 
Scriptures was a new development in the history of The 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod and historically speaking 
may be traced to the late fifties and sixties of this century. Fifty 
years ago (1926) Dr. William Arndt, professor of New Testa¬ 
ment exegesis and hermeneutics at Concordia Seminary, St. 
Louis, authored a book, Does the Bible Contradict Itself? 
This volume considered the following types of passages: 

1. Passages of a historical nature from the Old Testament; 

2. Passages of a historical nature from the New Testament; 

3. Passages of a doctrinal nature from the Old Testament; 

4. Passages of a doctrinal nature from the New Testament. 

Concerning this book and the texts discussed, Arndt said: “I 
can honestly say that my aim was not to fasten merely upon such 
apparent discrepancies as can be shown easily, but to treat those 
that are most baffling and paraded most frequently in support of 
the view that the Bible is a book of errors.” (p.iv). Six years 
later he continued his discussions of problem passages in the Bi¬ 
ble in the follow-up book, Bible Difficulties. An Examination 
of Passages of the Bible Alleged to Be Irreconcilable with 
Its Inspiration. In the latter book Arndt discussed the miracles 
in the Bible, moral difficulties, historical difficulties from the 
view of science and finally a group of miscellaneous passages. It 
is interesting to note that a number of instances cited in Frey’s 
book were answered by Arndt over three decades ago! Both of 
these volumes have been reprinted by their original publisher, 
Concordia Publishing House of St. Louis. 

Some of the readers now being exposed to Frey’s attack on the 
accuracy and reliability of the Bible will probably think that 
here are some new discoveries. Many of the alleged discrepan¬ 
cies have been recognized for centuries, dating to the time of the 


Early Church. Over a century ago Professor Haley published a 
473 page book, in which he listed and discussed practially all 
known and suggested discrepanices, errors, inaccuracies and 
mistakes which agnostics, atheists, rationalists and Bible- 
doubters advanced throughout the centuries. 

The attack upon the inerrancy of the Bible is tied up with a 
denial of the verbal and plenary inspiration and accuracy of the 
Bible, which was accented during the age of rationalism. It was 
during this period of church history that a type of criticism was 
spawned which would only accept those teachings and 
happenings that could be justified before the bar of reason and 
were consonant with current scholarly views. Critics rejected 
the Biblical canon, questioned the authority of the Bible as the 
Word of God, and rejected the supernatural elements of the Bi¬ 
ble. 

The major Lutheran Churches in America in the last two 
decades were taken over by a group of young scholars who were 
trained at seminaries and universities and who were taught by 
advocates of the higher critical method. To be able to practice 
the various kinds of criticism in vogue, the inerrancy, historical 
truthfulness and reliability of the Scriptures had not only to be 
questioned but outrightly rejected. 

The LCMS also was affected as a new crop of younger scholars 
who took over at our seminaries, terminal schools and junior 
colleges. To make viable the conclusions of the higher critical 
method the traditional Lutheran stance of the inerrancy of the 
Bible was attacked. The first such written attack is to be found 
in The Concordia Theological Monthly, Vol. XXXVI (Sept. 
1965), pp. 577-593. 

The booklet under discussion contends that the Bible itself 
does not use that term “inerrancy,” but that its coinage is a con¬ 
struct made to support a position which is not Scriptural. The Bi¬ 
ble is only inerrant, (i.e. truthful and reliable) when it speaks 
about Christ and the way of salvation and those doctrines 
associated with it. 

Passages like John 5:39, John 20:30-31, Romans 15:4 and II 
Timothy 3:16-17 set forth the real purpose of the Scriptures and 
the various purposes as given in these passages tell men in what 
areas the Bible is true and infallible. But concerning peripheral 
areas these passages do not teach that every last fact recorded 
in the Bible has been accurately given and in such fields as 
anthropology, psychology, history, geography, education or any 
other discipline which does not directly impinge on the plan of 
salvation. Consequently, Biblical information and assertion can 
be wrong and do not need be accepted. 

In his monograph Pastor Frey has cited anywhere between 30 
and 40 examples of inaccuracies, mistakes and contradictions in 
both Testaments, which on the face of it seem to support the con¬ 
tention that the Bible is not inerrant. Some readers may believe 
they are unanswerable. This writer believes they can be 
answered. The theological works of men like Keil, Delitzsch, 
Reider, Young, Arndt, Torrey, Engelder, Haley, Montgomery, 
Pinnock and others have offered reasonable solutions which 
therefore would not necessitate accepting the thesis of Frey’s 
book: the Bible contains errors and mistakes. 

To answer in detail all the examples given by Frey would re¬ 
quire as many pages as his book has devoted to this issue. But it 
will be worthwhile and necessary to deal with his basic approach 
to the Bible. 

He does not believe that we cannot know whether we actually 
possess the entire Word of God. The matter of what books ac¬ 
tually belong to the canon has not yet been solved. Thus he 

(Continued on Page 6) 
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BIBLE (Continued from Page 5) 

wrote: “The possibility exists that there are some differences in 
the books that make up the Old Testament canon, as well as the 
New, remains an open question to this day.” (p. 26) Again he 
wrote: “The passages that teach inspiration of all apostolic 
writings, and testimony from history and the ancient church tell 
us that our New Testament is a collection of these writings. Of 
course history is fallible, and for that reason we cannot be ab¬ 
solutely certain and rigid in equating our New Testament with 
apostolic writings. As mentioned before, the canon remains an 
open question.” (p. 29) Uncertainty thus surrounds the amount 
of God-inspired texts and books that are authoritative and how 
much of the Bible’s sixty-six books is inerrant. 


IT is also Frey’s belief that passages like John 17:17, Titus 1:1- 
2, Hebrews 6:18 and II Samuel 22:31, all of which speak about 
God’s Word being either truthful, or the fact that God does not 
lie, do not apply to the entire Bible, but only to those portions 
that deal with Christ and our salvation. They cannot, it is claim¬ 
ed, be used to ascribe inerrancy to all of the Word of God. By 
employing human beings, God placed limitations upon Himself, 
for it is human to err and since God employed human writers 
one normally expects them to make mistakes, which Frey 
claimed they did. But is that doing justice to these Scriptural 
passages? Where in any of these passages does the reader find a 
restriction that God only spoke the truth when He had His holy 
writers write about the work of redemption of the plan of 
salvation? 

The opponents of Biblical inerrancy have claimed that the in- 
sistance of orthodox teachers in various Protestant churches 
about the errorlessness of the original Scriptures is irrelevant 
since no living person has them or has seen them. In reply to this 
claim we retort that an inerrant, infallible autograph is the only 
view which comports with the nature of God Who is utter 
holiness, in Whom there is no darkness and Who cannot lie or 
deceive, that He cannot inspire men to write less than a perfect 
account of His revelation. Because God the Holy Spirit is the ul¬ 
timate Author of all of Holy Writ, the writers’ finiteness and sin¬ 
fulness did not prevent the prophets and people chosen in the Old 
Testament and the evangelists, apostles and other individuals 
from setting forth an errorless account of what transpired and 
what were the teachings regarding life and doctrine which the 
Triune God desired all men to know. 


Only an errorless, infallible original group of Biblical 
writings could make available the real and whole truth. What 
Reymond has written is true: 

To arrive at this goal, the orthodox theologian, by utilizing 
the very best aids in textual criticism, establishes a 
trustworthy text. Next, by rigorously applying the most 
accurate rules of hermeneutics, he determines the mean¬ 
ing of the text. Now if the autograph underlying this scien¬ 
tifically established, correctly interpreted text was itself 
infallible, the meaning derived by means of these two 
steps would be objective truth. It would only remain for 
the pastor and teacher to convey this truth in a relevant 
way to needy men. The theologian who would deny the in¬ 
fallibility of the autographs, however, after moving 
through exactly similar steps and arriving at precisely the 
same meaning of the autographs, must press on to a third 
step, namely, the effort to determine whether the meaning 
he has arrived at is true or not, an effort which would ob¬ 
viously be controlled by alien presuppositions grounded in 
pure subjectivism. 

Editors preface to Clark H. Pinnock, A Defense of Biblical 
Infallibility (Philadelphia, 1967), (p. I-II). 


The claim that the Scriptures as they left the writers con¬ 
tained errors and mistakes is tantamount to making the Bible 
composed of two different levels of data, those given by men 
(which may be rejected) and those given by God. This thus 
presupposes that man sits in judgment over the Holy Scriptures 
and by the employment of man-made criteria decides what can 
be accepted and what cannot. This results in a separation 
between the Bible and the Word of God. By this procedure only 
that is binding which man decides is truly the Word of God. This 
limits the authority of the Bible and restricts what can truly be 
accepted as limited to the area of the Christological and 
soteriological teachings. 

Luther asserted against this position: “It cannot be otherwise 
for the Scriptures are divine; in them God speaks and they are 
His Word.” Calvin held the identical position. Historical 
Protestantism in the past advocated the identical stance on the 
Bible, that all of the Bible not merely portions of the Bible are 
the Word of God. It is presumptuous for any person to claim that 
what God has had recorded may be rejected in parts because it 
does not agree with modern science, modern psychology, 
modem psychiatry, modern historiography, modern literary 
Biblical criticism, and the modern spirit of the times. 

Dr. Raymond F. Surburg 
Concordia Seminary 
Springfield, Illinois 


EVANGELISM (Continued from Page 2) 

course offerings are: Church Growth; The Theology of 
Evangelism; Evangelism in the Congregation; Personal 
Evangelism in the Parish; and Equipping People in Christian 
Witnessing. 

God can grow the coast Redwood tree some 350 feet high and 
cause it to live 2,000 years. God can place snow on the peak of the 
14,410 foot high Mt. Rainer in the Cascade Range. God can cause 
our hearts to beat 115,000 times each twenty-four hours. God can 
send us the warmth and the light of the sun from 93,000,000 miles 
away—but God needs our help, our voice, our words, and our 
dedication, in bringing the Faith to the vast throng of the three 
billions of mankind yet to hear about the forgiveness of sins, the 
resurrection of the body, and the life everlasting! 

The Lutheran Church Missouri Synod, its Districts, its cir¬ 
cuits, its pastors, and its lay people have heard Christ’s words in 
Acts 1:8b: “And you shall be witnesses unto Me both in 
Jerusalem, and in all Judaea, and in Samaria, and into the utter¬ 
most part of the earth.” We have the manpower, we have the 
finances, and we have the desire to reach the populations in 
fulfillment of His loving-command! 

Professor Wm. G. Houser 
Concordia Seminary 
Springfield, Illinois 
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With their generous support many of its friends have 
made the publication of Affirm possible. 
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Contributions to Affirm are tax deductible. 
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An Overview of 
Current Missouri 


1 HAT there are still problems aplenty in the Missouri Synod 
no one denies. That they need correction is equally obvious. 

As of this writing, the matter of four of the eight rebellious 
district presidents has been concluded in a God-pleasing way. 
Since it was the most serious matter before the entire Synod 
and especially the eight districts directly involved, we praise 
God for this recent turn of events! 

However, ELIM continues its activities despite Synod’s 
directive at Anaheim to cease and desist. In some districts 
campus work is unionistic in character and pan-Lutheran 
despite the fact that we are not in altar and pulpit fellowship 
with the LCA. Seminex continues its break-away educational 
program and wherever possible seeks to infiltrate Missouri 
Synod parishes with its vicars and graduates. Seminex recently 
has compounded the felony by authorizing the ordination of 
women. A Seminex woman vicar has been placed in a Texas 
district congregation. 

Minor harassments include the 1976 Lutheran Annual’s 
listing of Seminex professors as “serving a synodical school,” 
when their status has not been in doubt since February 1974 
when they terminated their teaching positions at our St. Louis 
Seminary, and Synod at Anaheim declared Seminex to be a 
non-synodical school. 

In the face of such aberrations, which vary widely in impor¬ 
tance, the average loyal Missouri Synod member may still 
easily become discouraged. He is apt to recall the period in 
Israel’s history of which it is said that “In those days there was 
no king in Israel, but every man did that which was right in his 
own eyps.” 


InDEED, much territory remains to be recovered by faithful 
pastors, congregations, district conventions, boards of control 
at our sixteen synodical schools, and the synodical administra¬ 
tion. Those responsible for oversight, admonition and correc¬ 
tion at all levels of our synodical life need to be urged and en¬ 
couraged in fulfilling the responsibilities assigned to them. 
However, a backward look over the last seven years is en¬ 
couraging. The frustrating and permissive non-actions which 
we presently see here and there are symptoms, not the disease. 
The basic malady was the gradual, subtle, and near-fatal 
deterioration of our doctrinal position over a period of 20 years 
or more. Beginning in 1969 at Denver, Synod took necessary 
and God-pleasing corrective action. Especially at New Orleans 
in 1973 and at Anaheim in 1975, Synod reviewed, restated and 
re-asserted its doctrinal position and provided for its applica¬ 
tion to the major trouble spots in our synodical life. 

Synod definitely reversed its direction. It is the first major 
denomination in modern church history to call a halt to liberal 
take-over. This heartening fact needs to be remembered and 
we should thank God daily for it. 

With the disease diagnosed and well under treatment, we 
will cultivate the necessary patience in dealing with the symp¬ 
toms. The major areas of Synod’s wide-spread educational and 
mission programs have been restored to conservatives who are 
loyal to the Lord and His Word. We have come a long way since 
1969. This is not meant to foster any indifference to local and 
regional problems and errors but it most certainly should en¬ 
courage us on our way. The Lord has promised that as we are 
faithful to His Word, we shall not fail. 


We Need Your Help! 

As events in Missouri indicate — some of them summarized on 
these pages—Missouri may be passing through her most crucial 
and darkest hour. 

Most of us probably thought that the sound Anaheim 
resolutions for dealing on a practical level with our difficulties 
would shift the scene of the struggle to the district and con¬ 
gregational level, where it would be resolved within a year or so 
at the outside. 


Those of us responsible for publishing Affirm began to feel a 
sense of relief and hoped that we might soon be able to discon¬ 
tinue Affirm: we anticipated a solid and united Missouri re- 
emerging with its old doctrinal stance clarified. 


We had good reasons to believe this; we have men represen¬ 
ting historical Missouri in the Synod’s key posts; we have the 
doctrinal resolutions of New Orleans behind us; and building on 
their base, we have the practical resolutions of Anaheim. 


Yet as time passes it appears that the struggle in Missouri is 
deepening and that the many months to Dallas may prove even 
more crucial than the months before previous conventions. 

We are still confident of God’s presence and the joy we have in 
Christ as well as the ultimate victory! The recent removal of the 
four district presidents increases our confidence that God is 
with us! 


We are also confident that the many of you who have seen us 
through the struggle the past five years Affirm has been 
publishing will continue to pray for the success of our common 
cause, to work for it and to contribute toward it. With a circula¬ 
tion now over 100,000 and with inflationary costs affecting us, 
you will appreciate that Affirm needs your contributions now. 

Please help us as generously as you can now and throughout 
the year! We make our plea in the name of Christ and His pure 
Gospel. 


Affirm 

Affirm, sponsored by Balance Inc., is published monthly or 
more frequently by a group of its members concerned about 
theological and related developments in The Lutheran Church — 
Missouri Synod. 

All correspondence, editorial material, contributions, and 
communications about subscriptions should be addressed to: 

Affirm 

c/o Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 
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Six More Local 
Publications Listed 

In the last issue of Affirm, twelve local publications, which 
support the conservative cause of Missouri, were listed. Six 
more similar publications, which have written to us as per our 
request, are listed below: 


Laymen’s Analysis 
South Dakota Concerned Lutherans 
Box 1082 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57101 


North Wisconsin Newsletter 

Mr. Verlyn Miller 

713 Vine Street 

Eau Claire, Wisconsin 54701 


The Northwest Loyal Lutheran 
Rev. Martin W. Lankow 
Immanuel Lutheran 
Second & Madison 
Albany, Oregon 97321 


Pensacola Area Newsletter 
Rev. William G. Kennell 
3820 Forest Glen Drive 
Pensacola, Florida 32504 


Doctrinal Laity 
Save Our Synod 
P.O. Box 284 
Victoria, Minnesota 55386 


The Kansas Layman 
Rev. Glenn Bitter 
Box 8197 

Topeka, Kansas 66608 


Board Acts With President 

Synod’s Board of Directors, after it had heard of President 
Preus’ action, removing four district presidents from office, ac¬ 
cording to an official letter to the church, “received a report 
from its Executive Committee and Administrative Officer, and 
from Synod’s legal counsel. This report covered the study which 
has been given in past weeks to the various events and reactions 
which might be experienced if the office of any District presi¬ 
dent were to be vacated. 

“The Board stated that it was satisfied with the very careful 
study and planning which have taken place. 

“The Board expressed confidence that board members and 
other officials in all parts of the Synod will fulfill the special 
responsibility which they have as officials of the Synod, which 
exists for the purpose of serving the ministry of Jesus Christ, 
and that they will act in a manner which will serve individuals 
interested in the District and Synod, all member congregations, 
the District as an organization created by the Synod and the 
whole Synod itself. 

“Following the meeting, Vice-Chairman Harry Barr, speaking 
for the Board of Directors, stated, ‘The members of the Board 
are assured of the ability of the Synod to absorb what has 
happened today and to continue as the servant of the kind of con¬ 
gregations and individuals who under God’s grace have been and 
are the real source of strength of the Synod for its nearly 130 
year existence.’ ” 


Affirm’s Mailing List 

If you have friends to whom you want Affirm sent, please in¬ 
form us. We will be happy to place them on our mailing list. 

To comply with postal mailing regulations Affirm’s mailing 
list is arranged numerically according to Zip Code Number. 

Therefore, it would be helpful to us if names were 
ARRANGED NUMERICALLY ACCORDING TO ZIP CODE 
NUMBERS, AND ALPHABETICALLY UNDER EACH ZIP 
CODE. This will enable us to check easily to determine if the 
names submitted are already on our mailing list, and eliminate 
duplicate mailings. 

It would also be helpful if names and addresses were printed 
clearly or typewritten. 


WALTHER MEMORIAL LUTHERAN CHURCH 

4040 W. Fond du Lac Ave. 
Milwaukee, Wis. 53216 
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AELC 


SiNCE Dr. Preus ousted four district presidents from their 
office, events have moved on. 

All eight of the district presidents who have ordained Seminex 
students walked out of a meeting of the Council of Presidents 
when that group refused to rescind the Preus action. Obviously, 
it could not have done this; only Synod’s president is authorized 
to take actions of this kind. 

Not long ago a group of the 801 Sem students made an effort to 
communicate with the Seminex grads of this year to urge them 
to return to Missouri, perhaps by meeting somewhat less 
stringent requirements, if these could be agreed to by Missouri’s 
authorities. They were rebuffed. 

Whatever occurred at the Preus-Tietjen meeting, a more re¬ 
cent development, the meeting failed to produce any construc¬ 
tive resolution of any difficulties. 

Various district conventions have been held; those attracting 
the interest are, of course, the districts which have presidents 
with liberal tendencies. The analysis has been made that these 
presidents have discovered they had less support in many areas 
than they had counted on and that the conservative reaction was 
beginning to make itself felt more strongly than in the past in 
these districts. 

Another of the many groups proliferated by the dissidents, the 
Coordinating Council (with a St. Louis address), has held an in¬ 
itial series of six regional meetings. According to reports that 
seem accurate, 812 people attended these meetings and 
represented 375 congregations, a considerable number of which 
were conservative parishes. 


ITS total strategy is contained in a 62-page book, Resource 
Book for Coordinating Council Regional Meetings. It con¬ 
tains the current master plan of the liberals: to incorporate 
regional associations of like-minded congregations as well as to 
incorporate a national body in Illinois, the Association of 
Evangelical Lutheran Churches (AELC). 

The Resource Book contains suggestions on such matters as 
pension and welfare plans, relocation plans, the church exten¬ 
sion fund, model resolutions for districts and congregations, the 
legalities of the situation, as well as other analyses and 
materials. 

What does the future hold? 

It is possible that an August meeting of those with liberal 
leanings will result in forming a new church body. It is possible 
that the decision may be postponed. Resources offers “trip 
wires” which will set the process of leaving Missouri in motion, 
but whether these will trigger action or not is a matter of 
speculation. 

In As Missouri Turns, a supplement to the Forum Letter 
on May, 1976, the Rev. Richard Neuhaus worries at some length 
over the AELC, its future, and its stance. He states, . . It 
seems that very few congregations are positively motivated to 
leave Missouri” and cites as evidence that less than a handful 


joined a former breakaway group, LCM, Lutheran Church in 
Mission. 


He worries over the psychology involved in the split and the 
fact that what some will regard as “freedom from uptight 
organizational and theological anxieties others may view as 
irresponsibility.” 

He makes the point behind this observation loudly and clearly 
and emphatically: until now those who felt sympathy with the 
protest movement, felt it because they were motivated by 
protest against the “assaults” of the other side. 

He urges, therefore, that the AELC make proposals that are 
positive and specific and strike the note of dignity a national 
organization should have. 

He also worries strongly over the fact that it remains unclear 
as to whether the AELC is to be interim or a permanent church 
body. He seems fearful it may harden so quickly into another 
Lutheran body that it will become impossible for the AELC to be 
the vehicle for the reorganization of American Lutheranism. 

He has great concern that a rampant Congregationalism, the 
result of Missouri’s struggle, will dominate the new body, and he 
again returns to his principal anxiety, “It is clear what the 
AELC will be freedom from, but quite uncertain that to what it 
is freedom for.” He points out that a national church body com¬ 
mitted to the Bible and the Confessions, but permissive 
theologically, will “understandably scare off many potential 
member congregations.” 


Moreover, potential membership of the AELC does not 
agree on many issues; women’s ordination, what fellowship 
means, the connection between social action and evangelism, 
homosexuality, and many other matters. He states that 
Seminex, “acting as though it were a church,” has decided for 
women’s ordination. 

“Reckless adhocism abounds also in other issues. At the August 
assemblies in 1974 and 1975, ELIM resisted even the most 
modest efforts to affirm a common theological posture.” 

He finds it crucial that these questions be addressed in an 
orderly and positive way. He admonishes that “the time for 
protest and posturing is past” and warns that unless con¬ 
gregations “have seen some proposed blueprints in advance” 
they aren’t likely to join the AELC. 

It is a fascinating analysis made by one who has been on the in¬ 
side of the movement for a long time. 

If it is accurate—and there is every reason to suppose it is—it 
draws the picture of a theologically floundering movement, 
which may begin, if it gets under way at all, with great dif¬ 
ficulties and, quite likely, with a small number of congregations. 

Affirm doesn’t prophecy how events will fall out. 

But the Rev. Neuhaus had made the AELC appear at best a 
rather unattractive option to Missouri. 
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Loyal Managers of Christ 


THE Scripture correctly states, “We are His workmanship, 
created in Christ Jesus, unto good works.” Ephesians 2:10. This 
sets the whole tone for the Christian as a manager of God's gifts, 
for Christ. 

God makes the telling point, “We are His workmanship, 
created in Christ Jesus.” In every respect, the Christian is the 
total product of God’s personal work. His whole person is a 
gracious gift from God. His spiritual, Christ-like re-creation is a 
gift of the Holy Spirit, through Word and Sacrament. The 
Christian’s entire being must be accredited to God. The redeem¬ 
ing work of Christ on Calvary’s Cross is the touchstone that 
made it possible. His resurrection made it an accomplished fact. 

As the crown of God’s creation and the prize of Christ’s 
redemption, the Father in heaven, has placed this earth and its 
gifts,into the Christians’ hands. We have literally become God’s 
managers of everything, that God entrusts to us.‘We are to 
manage His blessings in the undivided interest of His kingdom. It 
is called, “Showing forth the praises of Him who called us out of 
darkness into this marvelous light.” 

Our motive for such undivided service is, “The love of Christ 
constrains us.” Here there is no room for selfishness, greed or 
personal pride. His blessings are on loan, to us, for His work and 
our blessing. Genuine love for Christ seeks to make His blessings 
count where they are needed. Nothing will let that resolve of 
Christian faith and love be sidetracked. 

In Christ’s kingdom the usage of God’s gifts begins with the 
GREAT COMMISSION. The preaching and teaching of the pure 
Word of God and the correct administration of the Sacraments 
are first priority items. It begins in our home parishes. It ex¬ 
tends to the most remote areas of the earth. Through the 
preaching of the Law we call men to repentance. Through the 
Gospel we offer them God’s saving grace in Christ Jesus. 

As the outgrowth of saving faith in Christ Jesus, the Christian 
life of stewardship reaches out to be a blessing to all of God’s 
creation. These Spirit moved acts are the fruit of saving faith in 
Christ Jesus. As the vine Christ expects that we the branches 
are to bear fruit. 

It is in times, such as these, that the branches are tested. The 


Synod’s Financial Position 

As Pastor Harnapp so aptly states in his article 
above, the work and support of our church body has 
been placed by God’s grace into our hands. Before Dr. 
Preus acted against the four district presidents, a 
thorough evaluation was made by him, the board of 
directors, synod’s council, and synod’s treasurer, of 
the possible legal and financial implications of groups 
of congregations breaking away from the Missouri 
Synod as a result of the theological struggle. 

The result of the various analyses is that Synod is in 
a sound legal position, that the properties of the dis¬ 
tricts are not in actuality theirs and that they are 
property of Synod. 

The fiscal analysis resulted in the conclusion that 
Synod could meet all the financial contingencies that 
are foreseeable, should a split occur. The two most 
serious pbssibilities the church faces are a run on 
church extension funds, which Synod feels able to 
cover, and a loss of income from congregations who 
separate themselves from Synod. While the analyses 
are undoubtedly sound and accurate, Pastor Har- 
napp’s words should be taken to heart. In this critical 
period we should do all in our power to support in 
every possible way, also with monies, the work of the 
church. 


Lord would find out how sturdy the branches are that have been 
grafted to Him. If His people can bear fruit under adversity, 
then the Lord can be pleased with them. They are sturdy Chris¬ 
tian stock. 

In the early 1960’s a stewardship study was made of every con¬ 
gregation of the South Dakota district, over a 50 year period. The 
results showed, that the percentage giving level of God’s people, 
percentage wise, was nearly doubled during THE GREAT 
DEPRESSION over the prosperous years that followed. That 
fact is still good for our day. Scripture is correct, “In the day of 
the Lord, My people shall be willing!” 

The entire Scriptures testify, that the true workmanship of 
God is proved in His people, when the events of life are most dif¬ 
ficult. Missions spread fastest under persecution. Percentage 
giving rises, when income is the lowest. Christian education 
flourishes, when it is derided and mocked. The church grows 
most 7 hardy, when mocked and suppressed. God is not afraid to 
have His product tested. He knows that it will stand the test and 
come out ahead of the field. 

Of all things, manufacturers pride themselves on the durabili¬ 
ty of their product. So does God. Of His Church, He makes the 
claim, “"And the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.” All of 
Scripture and history testify to that fact. Rest assured, our age 
will be no different. God’s people will show the mettle of their 
faith. They will engage themselves in the wholehearted support 
of His church. They will more than amply demonstrate, that 
they “'are created in Christ Jesus, unto good works.” 

To you, the dearly beloved reader, the Lord has entrusted His 
personal confidence. To you, He has given the job to do. In your 
hands lie the work and the support of our beloved Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod. You have been re-created through 
Word and Sacrament, in Christ Jesus. In the power of the Holy 
Spirit, through Word and Sacrament, the hour of abundant fruit 
bearing has come. 

The Rev. Harlan Harnapp, Pastor 
Our Redeemer Lutheran Church 
North Platte, Nebraska 
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The Legal Status of Districts 


congregation at Corinth was St. Paul’s problem child. In 
First Corinthians he found it necessary to deal with an imposing 
list of things that had gone awry in the parish, including a rash of 
lawsuits in which Christian sued Christian. 

Paul’s criticism is two-fold. First, there was a basic confes¬ 
sion of failure in the fact that two Christians found it necessary 
to ask a pagan judge to settle their differences. Even worse was 
their reason for going to court, namely, to cheat and defraud one 
another. 

In view of I Corinthians 6, Missouri Synod Lutherans 
historically have been reluctant to go to court and to become in¬ 
volved in litigation, whatever the reason. 

Our synodical administrators and board of directors share in 
that laudable reluctance as they face the possible legal im¬ 
plications of the dismissal of four district presidents who have 
refused to comply with the directives of Synod regarding ordina¬ 
tion of men who "are not qualified or certified for pastorates in 
our Synod. Even though they have been replaced by acting 
presidents who are to serve until district conventions are held, 
the deposed men continue their rebellious ways and have refused 
to give up their offices, in some cases with the support of their 
district boards. 

But districts are districts of Synod; they can be created or dis¬ 
solved only by Synod. District assets are synodical assets. Until 
the rebellion within Synod is resolved, the legal ramifications 
are manifold. The administrators of Synod are elected by Synod 
and are responsible to it. They are custodians of Synod’s proper¬ 
ties and other assets, and must give an account of their 
stewardship to Synod every two years. 

All of which means that our synodical officials, who 
personally and individually would shy away from court action, 
must be prepared to take whatever steps are necessary to 
protect synodical assets. Anything less would be dereliction of 
duty. 

With these broad responsibilities in mind, some historical, 
structural, and legal facts bear reviewing. 

In its early years, Synod had no districts. But God’s blessing 
brought growth, both numerical and geographical. Seven years 
after its organization, Synod found it advisable to begin the for¬ 
mation of districts. It was clearly understood that this was done 
so that Synod could do its work through them and that the dis¬ 
trict presidents were simply representatives of the Synod and 
the synodical president in that particular geographical area. In 
no way did Synod conceive of the districts as a law unto 
themselves and as semi-independent little “synods” which could 
do pretty well what they wanted. That view, taken by some to¬ 
day, would guarantee the death of our church body. 

Quite naturally, our history is reflected in our structure, that 
is, in the synodical constitution and bylaws. For example. Ar¬ 
ticle XI states that the president of Synod “has supervision 
regarding ... the administration of all officers of the Synod; the 
individual Districts of Synod; all District Presidents.” Article 
XII states that Synod’s “Constitution is also the constitution of 
each District of the Synod.” District presidents are to “see to it 
that all resolutions of the Synod which concern the Districts are 
made known to the Districts and are carried out by them.” 
District presidents “shall submit an annual report of their ad¬ 
ministration to the President of the Synod.” It is not the function 
of district presidents to decide who is to be ordained to the 
ministry; rather, they are to ordain “the candidates for the 
ministry assigned to their Districts.” 

of which is to say that district presidents are not the 
agents of the congregations in their geographical areas, but 
rather Synod’s representatives to those congregations. 

Since district presidents are, in fact, synodical officers, the 
board of directors of a given district has no jurisdiction in the 


matter of removal of that district’s president by action of the 
Synod. 

There are also definite corporate law limitations on districts. 
A district, of course, is legally incorporated so that it may do its 
business in a proper and legal manner. Thus, let us say, a given 
district is an Illinois corporation. Synod, with headquarters in 
St. Louis, is a Missouri corporation. But Synod is the parent cor¬ 
poration and no part of any corporation can introduce corporate 
law in an attempt to forbid the parent from taking action. Put 
another way, Illinois corporate law could not be used by that dis¬ 
trict as a shield between the subsidiary corporation (district) 
and the parent corporation (Synod). 

is but a small sampling of the legal factors bearing on 
the present synodical situation, specifically as they relate to the 
four districts whose presidents nave been dismissed from their 
office. 

Synod’s board of directors, a majority of its 14 members being 
laymen, is “vested with the general management and supervi¬ 
sion of the Synod’s business and legal affairs” (Bylaw 2.77). It is 
therefore the synodical board which properly has the major 
responsibility for safeguarding Synod’s financial and legal in¬ 
terest in the present controversy even to the extent, if 
necessary, of placing some districts in receivership. 

The board of directors has walked many extra miles in dealing 
with the four district presidents. The board’s final appeal to the 
four, which should be read by every member of Synod, is 
evangelical in approach, masterful in logic, sound in theology, 
and firm in position. 

If some, differing from Synod’s doctrinal position, feel that 
they must leave our Synod, so be it. We can only pray that they 
will leave quietly and peaceably and without making necessary 
distasteful court actions. 

The Rev. Ewald J. Otto, Pastor 
Our Redeemer Lutheran Church 
Quincy, Illinois 

More Publications 

The following publications, which support the conservative 
cause of Missouri, are listed below: 

The Loyal Lutheran 
Rev. Julius V. Kimpel 
St. Paul’s Lutheran Church 
45 Smith Street 
Paterson, N.J. 07505 

Kyrios 

St. Matthew’s Lutheran Church 
1915 Hogeboom Avenue 
Eau Claire, Wis. 54701 

Layman’s Analysis 
c/o Hope Lutheran Church 
6416 S. Washtenaw Ave. 

Chicago, Ill. 60629 

The Lutheran Voice 
P.O. Box 338 
Troy, N.H. 03465 

Talking Together 
Michigan Laymen’s Analysis 
P.O. Box 1275 
Southgate, Mich.48195 

Laymen’s Analysis 
DCP of Central New York 
P.O. Box 53 
Syracuse, N.Y. 13201 





The Lay Voice 
Lutheran Committee 
P.O. Box 50033 
Dallas Tex. 75250 
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A Retired Pastor Looks At Synod 


A pastor who retired about a year ago 
recently wrote the following letter to a 
friend in the parish ministry. It has the vir¬ 
tue of objectivity and a clarity in defining 
issues that result when one has time to 
think. The letter is printed with his permis¬ 
sion. 


I haven’t written you since shortly after retiring and taking up 
our residence here. I remember gratefully our fine monthly 
pastoral conference and its doctrinal studies and fellowship. 

However, I must also say that I’m enjoying my retirement. 
We are both in reasonably good health. I have opportunities to 
fill pulpits of congregations in this area and Mom is quite active 
in the church here to which we belong. 

As I watch the passing scene, it seems to me that the situation 
in Synod might well come to a head this year. No doubt, separa¬ 
tion might be best, even though some congregations will 
probably leave our fellowship. 

I have time to think now, time which was not available in my 
busy parish days. I wonder if I could share some of my thoughts 
with you regarding our synodical problems? 

Eight district presidents have been saying much about con¬ 
gregational autonomy. Why haven’t they equally emphasized 
responsibility in the fellowship of Synod? To a congregation that 
insists on calling a Seminex graduate who refuses to be certified 
according to proper synodical procedures, a district president 
might properly say, “I know you have the right to call any pastor 
you wish. However, if you insist on exercising this right and in¬ 
sist on walking your independent way, instead of restricting your 
freedom for the sake of good order and peace in the church, then 
you should be honorable enough to separate from Synod and seek 
your fellowship elsewhere.” St. Paul had certain freedoms, but 
he voluntarily restricted some of these in order not to offend 
others in the church and for the good of the church. 


1 am puzzled about the refusal of many Seminex graduates to 
agree to certification by the colloquy route. If such graduates 
are convinced that the Seminex professors were not fairly 
treated, they have a right to voice their views. But having ex¬ 
pressed their opinions, what more is needed to make their posi¬ 
tion clear? They have ‘‘made their point.” Why shouldn’t they, 
for the sake of peace and good order in the church, agree to the 
colloquy arrangement? By agreeing to be certified according to 
the synodical regulation they would show loving consideration 
toward those members in the congregation who are sincerely 
troubled about non-certification and they would help greatly 
toward re-establishing harmony. 

This one may surprise you: I wonder if our district and syn¬ 
odical voting arrangement is fair? At the convention of the 
Southern Illinois district each congregation was represented by 
a pastor and a lay delegate. This gave pastors too much in¬ 
fluence in voting. I surmise that quite a number of the younger 
men voted contrary to the wishes of the majority in their con¬ 
gregations. It might be fairer some day to have a congregation 
represented by a pastor and two or three lay delegates. Perhaps 
pastors should have no vote at all. It is true, lay delegates are 
often influenced by their pastors. It is something to think about. 

Congregational autonomy? The ALC requires a form of cer¬ 
tification. Is this tyranny? Why don’t some of the ELIMites 
protest vehemently against this? And what shall be said about 
the LCA owning the properties of local congregations? At least, 
so I have read. 


eight district presidents ought to be consistent. When one 
of these men gives a congregation to understand, “You have the 
right to call any pastor you wish, for the congregation is 
supreme,” then he ought to be consistent and also make it 
known, “Since the congregation is supreme, you are also free to 
reject subscription to the Confessions of the Lutheran Church.” 
Yet, these men uphold the position that the congregations in 
their districts must subscribe to the Lutheran Confessions! 
Unless a congregation applying for membership agrees to this, it 
will not be accepted. Let us be consistent. If a congregation 
should not be restricted in calling a pastor, it should also not be 
restricted if it prefers not to accept the Lutheran Confessions. 
How strange it is to insist on freedom for the congregation in one 
situation and then insist on limiting the freedom of the congrega¬ 
tion in another situation. 

Are all rules governing a church body out of order? Is it wrong 
to have church regulations which ask congregations for the sake 
of good order and out of consideration for their fellow Christians 
to restrict their freedom somewhat? In our life as citizens we 
observe rules established for the welfare of the community. A 
citizen has consideration for those who live around him. 

A final thought: Since a district official is also a synodical of¬ 
ficial to whom synodical regulations apply, he should act in a 
responsible and honorable way. If his conscience tells him, 
“This synodical by-law is unscriptural; I cannot uphold it,” 
then, rather than disobey the regulation, he ought to resign. This 
is the honorable and upright way to act. Lacking that, we now 
have turmoil. And who are blamed so often? The conservatives. 
One is reminded of King Ahab’s question of Elijah, “Art thou he 
that troubleth Israel?” 

I know that you give time and effort to other matters in addi¬ 
tion to your congregational work. May the Lord help you and 
bless you. 

I expect no reply to this letter. You have more than enough 
work. 

Book Review : 

The Radical Nature 
of Christianity 

By Waldo J. Werning 

(Mandate Press, South Pasadena, Calif. 91030, $5.85) 

Dr. Robert Preus, President of Concordia Seminary, 
Springfield, Ill., writes in his Foreword to this book that it not 
only speaks to the stewardship and mission challenges of our 
day, but qnswers many of the theological aberrations which tend 
to undermine the mission of the church. The book presents clear¬ 
ly tji« Biblical issues of the unscriptural deviations that are ram¬ 
pant in many churches in oUr day, including evolution and un- 
iversalism. Proposing conservative answers to current doctrinal 
issues, the book is up-to-date in its proposal for progressive 
ideas in missions, evangelism, stewardship, education, dis- 
cipleship, and organized church work. Original statements are 
printed from Francis Schaeffer, Donald McGavran, Eugene R. 
Bertermann, Theodore Raedeke, and many others. A practical 
book on current issues in church doctrine and parish practice! 
(Pre-publicatiin price until July 15 is $4.85, if ordered from 
Church Growth Books, 9714 West Ruby Avenue, Milwaukee, 
Wis. 53225). 
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Preus Letter to Four Presidents 


In his May 25th letter to the pastors, teachers and 
congregational leaders of the Atlantic, Eastern, English and 
New England districts of the LC-MS, the districts whose 
presidents he vacated from office, Dr. J. A. 0. Preus again spell¬ 
ed out the fact that districts have only limited power and that 
they are the creation and arm of Synod itself. H5'quoted Dr. 
August R. Suelflow’s statement, 


Matters pertaining to several or all of the Districts 
are the business of the Synod. The District, on the other 
hand, is empowered to conduct the affairs pertaining 
only to itself in the areas outlined. Thus we can speak of 
District “home rule” but not “autonomy.” 


He also quoted the Resource Book of the Coordinating 
Council in which the legal counsel of the dissidents advised 
them that Dr. Preus’ position is the correct one. In two 
paragraphs the legal counsel of the dissidents made very clear 
their almost hopeless position over against the courts, 

Our legal counsel affirms that no one in the eight 
Districts has much chance of proving its independence 
from Synod or its rights to claim it is free to ignore 
Synod. Most likely the courts would decide in favor of 
Synod on any litigation over District assets and/or cor¬ 
porate papers. In other words, the Districts really are 
Synod and they belong to Synod because it established 
them. 

Only the English District has any chance in litigation, 
and that no more than fifty percent favorable. Even the 
English District will probably be judged to be the 
property of Synod. 


He discussed the election of district presidents in these four 
districts and stated that the re-election of any of the four former 
presidents would be regarded as null and void unless he states 
his willingness to comply with all requirements of the office as 
imposed by the constitution, by-laws, and resolutions of the 
Synod including but not limited to Anaheim Resolution 502A. He 
further stated that 


If no election is held, or if a disqualified person is 
elected, the man who is now acting president of the 
District will continue to so serve until the 1978 District 
convention. 


Finally he made it very clear that 

If the former District president continues, even after 
the District convention, to hold himself out as president 
of the District, appropriate action will be taken at the 
appropriate time to remedy this. 


He expressed his hope that Synod would be restored to har¬ 
mony as well as the hope that those responsible for decision 
making in the districts would be fully informed of both sides of 
the issues, 


Finally, I would earnestly hope that the delegates in¬ 
form, insofar as this is possible, their fellow congrega¬ 
tion members of the issues before us. They have the 
right to hear all sides, and the ultimate choices in many 
crucial matters will be made by them. Such a serious 
decision as leaving The Lutheran Church—Missouri 
Synod and entering a new denomination, one whose 
structure is still unknown because no constitution has 
been proposed to date, and whose future is uncertain, 
because only one or two congregations have voted to 
join the newly incorporated “Association of 
Evangelical Lutheran Churches” to date, ought to 
receive very careful consideration. 


We Need Your Help! 

As events in Missouri indicate — some of them summarized on 
these pages—Missouri may be passing through her most crucial 
and darkest hour. 

Most of us probably thought that the sound Anaheim 
resolutions for dealing on a practical level with our difficulties 
would shift the scene of the struggle to the district and con¬ 
gregational level, where it would be resolved within a year or so 
at the outside. 

Those of us responsible for publishing Affirm began to feel a 
sense of relief and hoped that we might soon be able to discon¬ 
tinue Affirm; we anticipated a solid and united Missouri re- 
emerging with its old doctrinal stance clarified. 

We had good reasons to believe this; we have men represen¬ 
ting historical Missouri in the Synod's key posts; we have the 
doctrinal resolutions of New Orleans behind us; and building on 
their base, we have the practical resolutions of Anaheim. 

Yet as time passes it appears that the struggle in Missouri is 
deepening and that the many months of Dallas may prove even 
more crucial than the months before previous conventions. 

We are still confident of God’s presence and the joy in Christ! 

We are also confident that the many of you who have seen us 
through the struggle the past five years Affirm has been 
publishing will continue to pray for the success of our common 
cause, to work for it and to contribute toward it. With a circula¬ 
tion now over 100,000 and with inflationary costs affecting us, 
you will appreciate that Affirm needs your contributions now. 

Please help us as generously as you can now and throughout 
the year! We make our plea in the name of Christ and His pure 
Gospel. 
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On the News Front 

ACCORDING to Dr. Robert 0. Preus, president of the Springfield Seminary, rumors that this 
Sem has changed its charismatic policies are untrue. He stated that “the policy was originally in¬ 
tended to be only an in-house policy for faculty and students, but in the past year has proved to be 
very beneficial in opening up cpnversations between ‘charismatic’ students and fa culty 
members.” Both faculty and students believe that the policy has been helpful to the school - . 

* * * 


1 WO visiting professors will serve Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, each for a period of two 
quarters, starting witHlhe winter quarter. The first of these, the Reverend Hans Lutz Poetsch, 
member of the Lutheran Hour branch office in Bremen, Germany, has wide education and ex¬ 
perience in many forms of church work. Like Dr. Warth, he will teach systematic theology. Dr. 
Martin Carlos Warth is a Brazilian with excellent credentials from Brazilian as well as German 
schools. He presently serves Concordia Seminary in Porto Alegre, Brazil, as director of graduate 
studies. 

* * * 

Our April 12 issue contained an appeal for support entitled “We Need Your Help!” In it we 
stated, “The recent removal of the four district presidents increases our confidence that God is 
with us.” 


Our attempt to urge people to support our point of view was perhaps overstated and in the 
sentence referred to, expressed in words which were not the best. We certainly did not mean to 
imply that God is not with those supporting the moderate position. We recognize that each of us 
stands under both God’s judgment and His grace. We also recog mze the need to kee popen 
dialogue so thaTGod’s will for our Synod can truly be determined. It is our hope that this will 
assist in doing that. 


THE Commission on Theology and Church Relations offers its services to congregations needing 
help with questions of doctrine. Last September it stated, “These are difficult days for many peo 
pie in our Synod. Apparently there are those who are seriously considering leaving the LCMS and 
there are those who are actively encouraging this. The CTCR recognizes the right of Christians to 
™i c e . such decisions. Perhaps some members of the Synod will even feel compelled to make such 

-° T" tain their personal lnte g ri ty. But as the Commission of the Synod to 
which has been assigned the primary function of ‘providing guidance to the Svnnd in mattprs nf 
heolo gy a nd chu rch relatio ns,’ it fervently hopesfeuc^^ 

to take place at all, only after every effort has been made to study the doctrinal issues Division 

less than doctrine is against the will of God and is to be 

It further states in a recent letter from the Reverend Samuel H. Nafzger, its executive, “In 

norenf, tC i a r rGS q m\ 0n th d °PTVR a • thG Ana ^ eim Convention of the Synod entitled To Seek Unity 
(1975 Resolution 3-01), the CTCR is presently engaged in coordinating the preparation of a long 

range and comprehensive program designed to help, under our Lord’s gracious benediction! 
restore harmony and concord within the Synod. Under the theme ‘That We May Grow,’ this 
program will include special studies on the Scriptures and Confessions for lay and clergy special 
conferences for pastors and teachers, and a theologians’ convocation. This program, about which 
you will be hearing much more m coming months, will be officially inaugurated at the 1977 
Synodical Convention and will extend into 1980. 


* * * 

The Northern Illinois District may have come up with one of the best election procedures yet — 
a questionnaire sent to all possible candidates for office.TBerespohses to the following questions 
of those chosen as candidates would be duplicated and supplied to delegates in advance of the con¬ 
vention. They then would have the most significant information about these candidates: 

1. What has been your experience in the work of the church, what offices have you held? 

2. Describe your current attitude toward the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, its ad¬ 
ministration, its theology and programs, and in what direction you would like to see it 
move? 

3. Describe your current attitude toward the Northern Illinois District, its administra¬ 
tion, its theology and programs, and in what direction would you like to see it move? 

(Continued on Page 7) 
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On the News Front: (Continued from page 6) 

A survey was conducted by a journal of the United Methodist Church to uncover the stance of its 
members. It was discovered that Methodists are more conservative in general on theological and 
social matters than the programs of the Methodist church would indicate. More than 10,000 
responded, and it became clear that Methodists are bitter and feel helpless because they in 
general believe the church does not hear them when it shapes its programs and policies. Affirm 
believes that a similar gap exists between leaders with liberal tendencies in Missouri and most of 
Missouri’s laity. 

★ * * 

Not only has the probation of the St. Louis Sem been lifted by the Association of Theological 
Schools and not only is the Sem, therefore, again fully accredited, but the report on it by the ATS- 
team visiting the Sem for several days proved a glowing one. Excerpts from it follow: 

On the academic community: “We are satisfied that the faculty constitutes a 
vigorous community of faith and learning. Our conversations with individual faculty 
members uniformly indicated that the faculty are happy to be at Concordia, are satisfied 
with the conditions under which they work, respect their colleagues and administrators, 
and feel a part of a team engaged together in the enterprise of theological education. 

They believe they are respected and valued by the Board of Control and the administra¬ 
tion, and they value the relationships obtaining among themselves and with students . . . 
Scars from the events of early 1974 are remarkably absent . . . What we found in visiting 
among the faculty was confirmed by student perceptions of the faculty.” 

On academic freedom: “Our conclusion is that faculty and students do examine 
positions other than those deemed acceptable to the Synod, and that, in that sense, 
academic freedom is present and operative.” 

On the Board of Control and administration: “It is our impression that at the pre¬ 
sent time the Board is doing a good job of maintaining the vitality and integrity of the in¬ 
stitution.” The team was “impressed by the rapid"development of a new administrative 
structure at Concordia Seminary. Conversations with faculty and students revealed 
widespread appreciation for the work of the president and dean.” 

On the graduate program: “The administration has made intelligent efforts to 
provide these students with a context which encourages them to become a community of 
peers who educate each other.” 

★ * * 

The Report of the Advisory Committee on Doctrine and Conciliation has finally been 
released. The Committee, consisting of seven men representing each side in Missouri s struggle 
and a chairman met on a monthly basis and worked long and hard to attempt to define the issues. 
Those isolated as the chief issues were: inspiration and iner rancy, Gospel and Scripture, the 
Historical-Cr itical "Method, and the third use of the Law. This 147 page document on these 
matters and proposals as to how to use the Report was placed in Dr. Preus’ hands, since he had 
appointed the committee as one of many other means by which he tried to unify the church. 

District President Kuntz, in his introduction to the Report, calls attention to the fact that both 
sides to the struggle spoke past eac h other. He writes, “One of the disappointments experienced 
by the committee is that it did not arrive at a point where either caucus could express the other s 
point of view to the complete satisfaction of the other caucus. The failure to reach this goal can 
be accounted for, at least in part, because the press of the schedule did not allow for the patient 
and even repetitious process which such accomplishment requires. There was indication, 
however, in some of the committee process that the goal should not be regarded automatically 
out of reach.” 

While this may be true, it seemed to some conservatives on the committ ee that genuine agree- 
ment, the uni ty the church has always had, could not under the present circumstances be reac h¬ 
ed) ' 

Copies of this report can be purchased from Concordia Publishing House, 3558 South Jefferson 
Ave., St. Louis, Missouri, 63118 at $2.00 per copy or $7.50 in lots of five (cash with order) on stock 
No. 9-2308. 

With the increasing familiarity of the laity with the issues, the ACDC Report might prove 
helpful to many who already know the essence of the doctrinal differences in Missouri. 

(Continued on Page 8) 
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On the News Front: (Continued from page 7) 

RECENTLY the Executive Committee of the Board of Directors of Missouri made a statement 
concerning Synod’s financial position and the essential information is contained in the following 
excerpt: 

The Executive Committee regrets that during this past week some have circulated un¬ 
founded rumors, allegations and innuendos, casting doubt on the Synod’s financial posi¬ 
tion. The truth is that the Synod is in a strong financial position. The audit report by Ernst 
& Ernst, the Synod’s independent CPA’s, just received for the fiscal year ended January 
31, 1976, shows: 

1. General current fund assets of $4,101,507 including liquid short term investments of 
$3,400,000 and specific current fund assets of $5,672,602 including liquid in¬ 
vestments of $3,000,948. 

2. Expansion fund assets of $3,387,403 including liquid short term investments of $2,- 
551,250. 

3. Income of $25,490,055 and expenses of $25,487,193 for a surplus of $2,862 for the year 
as compared to a deficit of $306,003 for the prior year. 

4. Synodical Church Extension Fund assets of $54,670,327 including liquid short term 
investments of $7,314,008 and total fund balances of $23,935,344 — an increase of $1 - 
871,590 from the prior year. 

5. Consolidated fund balances, exclusive of Church Extension and trust funds of $128 - 

ooc o AH ” > 


Editorial Policy 

While the articles in Affirm with their applications to con¬ 
temporary events rest on Biblical truths, they do not neces¬ 
sarily in all their details represent the views of The Editorial 
Group. Any divergence of opinion, however, falls within the 
latitude allowed by Article II of the Constitution of The 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod. 

For Affirm is unashamedly dedicated to preserving, under 
grace, Missouri’s priceless theological heritage, based on the 
Word and set forth in the Book of Concord, as both have 
been commonly understood in Missouri until the most recent 
times. 

The Editorial Group 

The Rev. William T. Eggers 
Richard G. Korthals 
The Rev. Ewald J. Otto 
Dr. Robert Preus 
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The Hour of Decision 


® Vel and they must decide whether they want to abide by the 
«?. Urc h’s doctrinal position or whether they no longer share the 
nssouri Synod’s doctrinal stance and wish to go elsewhere 
ihe decision finally is a congregational one since our Synod, 
,^‘berately fashioned along democratic lines, is a federation of 
i: Sregations, A parish joins voluntarily and it may leave at any 
tin® - ®ut it should ponder the decision, not on the basis of emo- 
1 ° t V an d rhetoric, but on the doctrinal issues and with a full un- 
'fstanding 0 f the implications and ramifications, not only 
"ft it is getting out of, but also what it is getting into. 

[. !" s a H started, of course, in 1973 when Synod in a series o 
decisions reasserted its right to have a doctrina 
Wor-H ’ l c° sa y what its position is and what we gs a Synod hear 
, ^ °f God to be saying especially on doctrines in dispute, a d 

1 I^luire that those affiliated with Synod hold to that position, 
irin? ob i ec tion of those who had started to drift from our doc- 
J" al brings was immediate and loud. As expected, the first 
• y c ame from the faculty majority at our St Louis Sernina- 
J Where the creeping liberalism of the Historical-Critical 
J hod of viewing the Bible had started quietly some 20 years 
Jj j- Liberal pastors, and some laymen under their influence, 
00,1 Allowed suit. 


happened then will challenge the analytical abilities of 
,.' . e historians and psychologists. Here and there nround; 
ntr y protesters met, pontificated, and formed gr° u P s - Smc 
® m ark of a liberal is to “do your own thing, a rash of 
I 8 T anizati ° ns sprang up that form a veritable alphabetical soup. 
S? (Evangelical Lutherans in Mission), PIM (Partners in 
LCM (Lutheran Church in Mission), ECCE (East 
Lommon Endeavor),-AELC (Association of Evange ^ t 
fheran Churches), CC (Coordinating Council), and, most 
ut ? ntl y. the ESELC (English Synod of the Evangelica 
^horan Church). . . „ , 

°me did not get off the ground. Some overlap in P u [P 0S f H 
. ffbearubly competitive, gome coordinate with others a 
me are semi-independent splinter groups. Some are regiona , 
a others are national. All have their own leaders with a resu - 
Z : Power struggle in the making. , . 

, he executive secretary of the CC felt obliged to try to explain 
, mis to the increasingly confused liberals in the June 21 issue 
meir national publication. But faced with all the uncertainty, 
a c °uld only use such iffy phrases as “would likely become, 
least as things stand now,” and the like. 

Though the extent of these groups may not have been an¬ 
imated, the variations themselves lie in the very nature of 
herals. To explain: the controversy is doctrinal— this cannot be 
*>d often enough. And while the division in Synod is not as broad 
a d extensive as some picture it, it is much deeper than many 
-alize even at this late date. For it centers in the very basic 


question of how we view Holy Scripture. If, as liberals claim, the 
various books of the Bible suffered the same fate as ordinary 
human documents at the hands of editors, compilers, and 
amplifiers so that the historicity of no event in Jesus’ ministry is 
beyond doubt, then, as Dr. Martin Franzmann said already 
around 1960, the two most vulnerable doctrines are the Virgin 
Birth and the Resurrection of our Lord. And if they go, all doc¬ 
trine goes. So, the controversy is doctrinal, and it is deep. 


But the liberals have consistently befouled that doctrinal trail 
by dragging across it the red herring of “repressive measures,” 
and similar charges. Apparently it has done little good to point 
out that the Missouri Synod is the most democratic of the three 
major American Lutheran bodies, that the synodical president 
has no more power than the Synod itself gives him, that he 
operates under the limitations of the same constitution and by- 

(Continued on page 2) 


A Note 

Many good things have been happening in Missouri’s 
missions, schools, district conventions, and in other 
branches of her work. We take great heart from them; the 
church has started to move forward again under God! 
However, some districts were predictable trouble spots; 
in this issue Affirm reports on three of them. It also 
points up in its front page article that, while most of 
Missouri’s congregations believe her teachings to be 
God's Word, love her, and want to belong to her, some con¬ 
gregations face an hour of hard decision: to stay in or to 
leave Missouri. Major problems confronting them are out¬ 
lined.Once again, Affirm, is happy to run an ex¬ 

cellent article by a layman, who clearly and forcefully 
states that Missouri’s laity need and want to hear both 
Law and Gospel. The longest article, that on the ACDC 

Report, called by its author “possibly.the last 

serious and prolonged theological meetings between 
Missouri's moderates and conservatives,” presents the 
highlights of that Report on the doctrinal differences 
which have rent Missouri, They are real and worth review¬ 
ing again. Because of the large amount of good material 
Affirm had in hand. The News Front has been omitted, 
except as the reports of the three district conventions 
might form a part of it. 
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The Exodus 

AfTER a rather discouraging beginning, the 84th Convention 
of the Eastern District became the source of some satisfaction 
for district conservatives. During the first session of the conven¬ 
tion, as expected, a resolution was passed “To Continue To 
Recognize Dr. Frinke In His Ministry As President.” The vote 
on the resolution was 181 to 91. Immediately thereafter, a resolu¬ 
tion was presented on the subject of Seminex. It affirmed the 
alleged right of congregations to ignore “the procedures for cer¬ 
tification, calling, ordination, and installation of candidates,” 
and instructed the district president to continue to ordain and in¬ 
stall graduates of Seminex called to the Eastern District. The 
resolution was adopted by a vote of 145 to 105. 

The most controversial resolution of the convention was 
presented during the second session by Pastor B. Jerry Wagner, 
one of the incorporators of the new Eastern Synod. Pastor 


Decision (Continued from page 1) 

laws as previous presidents, and that he has no way to “grab 
power.” 

A specially favorite subject of the liberals is the “autonomy” 
of the congregation. Now, the fact is that in any structure, civil 
or religious, total self rule, completely being a law to oneself, is 
impossible. In the Missouri Synod a congregation has as much 
autonomy as is possible in a confessional church body. However, 
in its agreement with regard to our doctrinal position and with 
respect to the certification of men for the ministry, a congrega¬ 
tion voluntarily gives up its autonomy. Without that, Synod as we 
have known it for over a century, would cease to exist. 

But the liberals will not have it so. They want Synod to be a 
federation of districts, not congregations, with each district 
pretty well independent and district presidents able to authorize 
the ordination of men they deem fit. They want congregations to 
have the right to stay in the Missouri Synod and yet call as 
pastor anyone they wish. In short, they want autonomy driven to 
its root-meaning, “self-law.” This, of course, means anarchy 
and chaos. 

With that liberal mind set of law-less-ness in view, it is not 
hard to see that the liberals are in real trouble as they now try to 
jell the various national and regional groups which have 
developed with rabbit-like fertility. With only their opposition to 
Missouri’s “law” holding them together, once they leave the 
Synod and are free of that law, anything can happen. 

The more perceptive liberals see this. Richard Neuhaus, for 
example, puts it this way, “It is clear what AELC will be 
freedom from, but quite uncertain as to what it is freedom for.” 
He sees a “mood of rampant, even sectarian, Congregationalism 
in moderate circles.” He lists these unsettled doctrinal issues: 
“Women’s ordination, the meaning of fellowship, abortion, 
homosexuality and the connection between evangelism and 
social action, to mention but a few on which moderate con¬ 
gregations are not agreed.” He points out that “At the August 
assemblies in 1974 and 1975, ELIM resisted even the most modest 
efforts to affirm a common theological posture.” 

Any congregation may leave Synod. But if it has been led to 
believe that Missouri is a frying pan, it might well give some 
thought to what sort of fire it is jumping into. Before voting to 
leave, a congregation should be clear on the issues, it should 
pray long, and it should ponder ELIM, LCM, AELC, ESELC, 
CC, ECCE, and PIM. 

Dr. Ewald J. Otto, Pastor 
Our Redeemer Lutheran Church 
Quincy, Illinois 


That Wasn’t 

Wagner’s resolution specified six minimum conditions to be met 
by the synodical administration on or before October 30,1976. If 
the Synod failed to meet these typically unreasonable demands, 
the District Convention was to reconvene on that date in order 
for pastors and congregations to consider affiliation with the 
Eastern Synod. After prolonged discussion, and numerous 
amendments the resolution was defeated by a vote of 126 to 134. 

The significance of all this remains rather unclear. It would 
appear that a majority of district congregations will continue to 
recognize Dr. Frinke as president for the time being. Dr. Frinke 
has made it very plain that he intends to continue to ordain and 
install graduates of Seminex. A sizeable minority of con¬ 
gregations, however, remains committed to the Synod and to 
lawful and orderly procedure. These congregations recognize 
Pastor Albert Bahr as the president of the Eastern District. 
Since the Synod also recognizes Pastor Bahr, thereby making it 
impossible for Dr. Frinke to operate in any official capacity as 
district president, it is likely that Frinke’s position in the district 
will become increasingly untenable. 

This being the case, the most viable alternative for moderates 
would seem to be the fledgling Eastern Synod of the A.E.L.C. 
But this too does not look overly promising in view of the defeat 
of Wagner’s resolution 404A. It is evident that the great majority 
of congregations in the Eastern District have no interest in leav¬ 
ing the Missouri Synod. Moderate leaders at the Convention 
tried bravely to remain cheerful in the face of this unpleasant 
reality. They offered the lame excuse that the defeat of their 
summons to the exodus was healthy evidence of the diversity of 
the moderate movement. In private, however, one moderate 
leader admitted, “My troops defected, all the way down the 
line.” In the aftermath of this convention, the future of the 
Eastern District as an integral part of the LCMS looks very 
bright indeed. 

The Rev. Laurence White, Pastor 
St. John Lutheran Church 
Millvale, Pennsylvania 
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grace, Missouri’s priceless theological heritage, based on the 
Word and set forth in the Book of Concord, as both have 
been commonly understood in Missouri until the most recent 
times. 
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Atlantic District Report 


The Atlantic District Convention was held on the campus of 
Concordia College, Bronxville, New York, on the week-end of 
June 11-13. Most of its actions came as no surprise, and ran in a 
similar vein with the special convocations and conventions of re¬ 
cent months. 

As was expected, the former president of the district, Rev. 
Rudolph P.F. Ressmeyer called the convention to order. In his 
address to the assembly, he asked for and received a reaffirma¬ 
tion in office by a vote of 149-58. 

The largest bulk of time during those three days was devoted 
to questions of the synodical controversy. Both clergy and lay 
delegates supportive of the Synod tried valiantly to have the Ac¬ 
ting President Henry Koepchen address the assembly. Each ef¬ 
fort was turned back, followed by a protest from the floor poin¬ 
ting out unconstitutionality of the body’s actions. 

Pastor Ressmeyer set forth the agenda for the meeting in his 
address. He called for the delegates to do three things; 1) Decide 
on who will serve as president of the district; 2) Urge the 
delegates to issue a call to all congregations and individuals of 
the district to join the Association for the Support of Lutheran 
Ministries (ASLM) as quickly as possible; and 3) Encourage 
congregations and individuals in the district to explore the 
possibility of forming a new national church body in the future. 
He ended this appeal by saying, “Let us not deceive anyone. The 
Synod has moved against me and thereby against you.” 

The subsequent resolutions passed by the gathering were an 
execution of that agenda, including recognition of Seminex 
graduates as qualified voting delegates, a reaffirmation of 
Pastor Ressmeyer as district president, openly urging con¬ 
gregations and individuals to join an alternative church associa¬ 
tion, and insistence that Ressmeyer be allowed to vote on the 
Concordia Bronxville Board of Control. 

Long lines at the microphones and impassionated debate took 
place on the final afternoon of the gathering sparked by an 
attempt on the part of 35 “moderates” to bring a resolution to 
the floor similar to a resolution adopted at the New Jersey 
Convention. 

The resolution in part called for such things as: a moratorium 
on the use of “A Statement of Scriptural and Confessional Prin¬ 
ciples”; a phasing out of Seminex by 1979, and a preparation on 
the part of the Synod to receive the faculty and students of 
Seminex into Concordia Seminary by that year; a reinstatement 
of the four suspended presidents, who would then refrain from 
ordaining uncertified Seminex graduates; and a call for a broad 
spectrum of writers for official publications, presenting a diver¬ 
sity of opinion, articles and responses. 

Instead of debating the resolution per se, the floor committee 
offered a resolution to respectfully decline consideration of the 
resolution drafted by the thirty-five. 

Debate on the resolution to decline, differed from other 
debates in that the majority of speakers were from the so-called 
“moderate” camp. To indicate how vital this vote would be, Dr. 
Ressmeyer spoke from the floor and stated that should the com¬ 
promise proposal come to the floor and be adopted, he would 
probably have to resign from the position in which he had been 
reaffirmed. The resolution to decline considering the proposal of 
the thirty-five carried by a margin of 100-65. 

As the meeting drew to a close, Pastor Ressmeyer pledged his 
best to work within the Synod for the good of the Synod. At this 
point one of the pastors rose with a copy of the Coordinating Coun¬ 
cil’s resource book and quoted from its cover, “the Missouri 
Synod is no longer a viable institution for a Gospel-centered mis¬ 
sion and ministry,” and asked Pastor Ressmeyer (who had sign¬ 
ed this document) whether he still felt that way about the Synod. 
The session ended without an answer given to the question. 


One thing is apparent from Atlantic’s attempt to hold a con¬ 
vention. We are a deeply divided church body—and the real 
tragedy is that people" and" congregations will be leaving the 
Synod without facing up to the doctrinal question of the authority 
of the Holy Scriptures and their place in the church. 

Those loyal to the Synod and its doctrinal base left with 
frustration and sadness, but confident that faithfulness to the 
Scriptures as the inspired and inerrant Word of God in all its 
parts, is of greater import than the winning or losing of vote 
counts. Luther wrote, “I have a feeling that one passage of 
Scripture could push me off the face of the earth.” Commenting 
on this remark of Luther, C.F.W. Walther wrote, “Were I to note 
that the doctrine which I proclaim to the people is contradicted 
by one Bible passage, I should have no rest day or night. I would 
not know where to flee.” 

The Rev. Ernst F. Pflug, Pastor 
Redeemer Lutheran Chruch 
Bayside, New York 


We Need Your Help! 

As events in Missouri indicate — some of them summarized, 
on these pages — Missouri may be passing through her most 
crucial and darkest hour. 

Most of us probably thought that the sound Anaheim 
resolutions for dealing on a practical level with our difficulties 
would shift the scene of the struggle to the district and con¬ 
gregational level, where it would be resolved within a year or so 
at the outside. 

Those of us responsible for publishing Affirm began to feel a 
sense of relief and hoped that we might soon be able to discon¬ 
tinue Affirm; we anticipated a solid and united Missouri 
reemerging With its old doctrinal stance clarified. 

We had good reasons to believe this; we have men represen¬ 
ting historical Missouri in the Synod’s key posts; we have the 
doctrinal resolutions of New Orleans behind us; and building on 
their base, we have the practical resolutions of Anaheim. 

Yet as time passes it appears that the struggle in Missouri is 
deepening and that the many months to Dallas may prove even 
more crucial than the months before previous conventions. 

We are still confident of God’s presence and the joy in Christ! 

We are also confident that the many of you who have seen us 
through the struggle the past five years Affirm has been 
publishing will continue to pray for the success of our common 
cause, to work for it and to contribute toward it. With a circula¬ 
tion now over 100,000 and with inflationary costs affecting us, 
you will appreciate that Affirm needs your contributions now. 

Please help us as generously as you can now the throughout 
the year! We make our plea in the name of Christ and His pure 
Gospel, 


Page Four 


Affirm 


July 15, 1976 



1 HE English District Convention, long awaited as an indicator 
of the direction which the moderates within the Missouri Synod 
would take, is now history. I attended all of the official sessions 
and two which were unofficial, the caucus of those intending to 
remain within the Missouri Synod, and the meeting of those in¬ 
terested in the English Synod. What follows are personal reac¬ 
tions and impressions gained during those days, and the results 
of the reflections of the past several weeks. 

The first fact which struck me was the almost unalterable 
course which events were taking. It appeared from the very 
beginning that a vote in favor of forming the new English Synod 
was almost inevitable. I got the feeling that the five-hour debate 
which preceded the moment of decision was a formal procedure 
which had to be carried out, and that the arguments offered 
were more for therapeutic purposes to give individuals a chance 
to vent their feelings. The plans for the new synod were well laid 
out in advance, even to the point of including a proposed con¬ 
stitution in the convention workbook. 

Was the split inevitable? I believe that an honest look at 
church history would cause one to answer “Yes.” The seeds for 
this parting of ways were sown many years ago when a new 
theology, involving a different way of dealing with Holy Scrip¬ 
ture, was introduced into our Synod. History shows that most 
major church bodies have suffered division when this has oc¬ 
curred. The big difference in the case of the Missouri Synod is 
that the conservatives have remained in the majority, and it is 
the liberals who are splitting off. In other large church bodies 
the opposite has been true. 


I HE second fact which I noted and which interested me very 
much was the general feeling of good will which seemed to 
dominate the discussions. Leaving Missouri was certainly a 
volatile issue, one in which emotions played a big part. Heated 
discussions and angry exchanges would have been understand¬ 
able. Yet very little emotionalism took place, especially 
between members of the district. The major exceptions to this 
could be observed in the actions of the individuals who asked 
questions of Dr. Preus. It was quite obvious that many looked 
upon him as the major source of all the difficulties. It was also 
obvious that many did not understand the very limited power 
which the synodical president really has. 

Maybe this is saying something to all of us. Perhaps separa¬ 
tion is the one way in which we can hope to achieve reconcilia¬ 
tion. As long as we are together in one Synod our discussions will 
tend to be subjective rather than objective. Our feelings will 
tend to get in the way, emotions which are easily aroused 
because of the tensions involved in day-to-day living. These will 
be far less if we become two separate bodies; than we can start 
talking about the things which really divide us. Then we will be 
able to take an objective look at our doctrinal differences, and 
in the process start to have meaningful discussions. 


T HE third area which captured my interest also left me with a 
heavy heart. It involves the future of this budding church body. 

I listened with rapt attention to all of the arguments which 
were presented both for and against the formation of the new 
English Synod. There seemed to be one thread which ran 
through all of them, and it went something like this: “We have to 
form a new group because we do not agree with the administra¬ 
tion of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod. We feel that it is op¬ 
pressive and does not give us adequate freedom. We do not agree 
with the actions of the past, and we see no hope for improvement 
in the future.” In other words, the differences as they saw them 
were not doctrinal, but political. 



There was a procession on Saturday night which wound its way 
from the dining room where the banquet had been held, to Grace 
Church, one half block away. I watched as the banner bearers 
led the way through the gathering darkness. I listened as voices 
burst forth in song, filling the night air with a haunting beauty. I 
could sense the fellowship which they were experiencing, and 
felt an emotional urging to join the throng. I listened as 
emotional speeches were made outlining the triumphs of the mo¬ 
ment and the difficulties which still had to be faced. I heard the 
ready laughter, emotional outbursts which indicated the excite¬ 
ment and the spirit of adventure which the participants were 
feeling at the moment. All of this enveloped me and permeated 
my being—and I cried inside. 

Why did I feel sad, when all of those around me were express¬ 
ing joy? It was because I was thinking of tomorrow and the trials 
which face them, both individually and as a group. I thought of 
what was drawing th6m together and wondered what would 
happen when this common cause they were now experiencing 
would disappear. What would happen when there was no 
longer an admission to fight? Who would be their rallying 
point when Dr. Preus would no longer be on the scene? 

THESE are some difficulties that they face in the days ahead. I 
can see others in a number of areas. The first concerns 
leadership. Theirs will not be a problem of not having leaders, 
but rather the difficulty will lie in having too many. I can foresee 
a political struggle for control which can cause further division. 
Right now President Hecht is the appointed leader, but there are 
many others waiting in the wings; to cope with this will not be 
easy. The second problem area as I see it is doctrinal. It is easy 
to say that we all subscribe to the Bible and the Confessions; it is 
quite another thing to live with that confessional statement. The 
problems will arise when it comes to application. They face 
some rather difficult questions which still must be decided, and 
the range of viewpoints within the group is extremely wide. One 
concerns ecumenicity. Just how many church bodies will they be 
in fellowship with? The range of opinions varies considerably, 
yet somehow a decision will have to be made. How will this be 
resolved? And what about the question of abortion, or homosex¬ 
uality? I cannot believe that everyone within the English Synod 
will be in favor of giving their blessings to both of these ac¬ 
tivities. Yet some are advocating a view which extends almost 
this far. What about the ordination of women? Again, wide 
differences are present. Who will prevail? 

These are some of the questions which congregations should 
ask themselves as they now struggle with the decision which will 
deeply involve not only their own congregation, but their per¬ 
sonal lives as well. Everthing is new and exciting now, but what 
about tomorrow? Are you perhaps thinking of leaving because 
you feel you can escape problems in that way? Then look ahead. 
The problems you now have may prove to be mild in comparison 
with those which you could face in a new church body. 

To be or not to be, that is the question. May you make your 
decision on the basis of clear thinking, God’s Word and His 
Grace, and not emotional desires! 

Prof. Richard G. Korthals 

Cbncordia Teachers College 
River Forest, Illinois 


Copies Available 

Congregations and other groups may order copies of Affirm 
at the bulk rate of $4.00 per hundred. This price includes postage 
and handling. Single copies are 10 cents each. 
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A Layman Looks At The Future 
of Our Church: Obedience to The Word 


Our church has gone through much pain, heartache, tears 
and mental anguish to arrive at a time in history we had hoped 
wouldn’t come. Many have already called it her darkest hour. 

After one of the worst bombing blitzes England had suffered 
from German aircraft during World War II, Winston Churchill 
addressed his countrymen to encourage them. A particular 
quote from that speech has been singled out and repeated often 
(Certainly, this has been Britain’s finest hour.) The glory 
years of empire building were not, in the view of the prime 
minister, as great as the time and in the way his nation now 
had stood up to danger. 

While none of us enjoy the bitterness and hardship of the 
struggle in our church, we can, however, claim this year as one 
of our finest. Yes, even though we face the consequences of 
past battles and hard problems ahead, it’s a great time in our 
church’s history. There is the concern over getting the work 
done. Our finances are slowly improving. Missions and other 
problems have taken on new life. But defections have taken 
place. If we let the dissidents predict our future, we certainly 
are looking at our situation from a gloomy vantage point. But, 
let us forget them for the time, so that we can see God’s 
promises for those who obey Him, 

Our reason for optimism is not the adoption of certain 
resolutions or the action of President Preus. Neither is it that 
the convention restated again the firmness to which we hold to 
Scriptures. Our church does not take special joy in firing men 
from their positions nor does it base its hope for the future on 
such action. While it is better that dissidents leave Missouri 
Synod, that fact does not make the rest of us more evangelical. 

Our hope is in our faithful God in whose every word we 
trust. This can be our finest hour when decisions are made in 
obedience to that Word. There can be no other basis for the un¬ 
ity of faith. What a joy of optimism this should be to all our 
hearts! What an impetus for cooperation in the commission of 
Jesus! 

The very doctrine for which we contend based on both 
the Law and Gospel should be in no way subdued. The 
value of doctrine is not in our possessing it as a jewel of rare 
price, but in its use as the two-edged sword. It is not to be lock¬ 
ed safely away, protected against those who would take it as 
the spoils of war, but it is our offense and defense to be used to 
conquer for God’s Kingdom and confound our enemies. 

Before a soldier is able to use a weapon effectively, he must 
be familiar with it. He must build confidence in it as his 
trainers present it as the flawless sword it is. Those the church 
trains-in the Word to be sent into the world to preach should be 
thoroughly convinced that the weapon they wield is already 
heated and forged into a super powerful weapon. 

Just sampling the Word of the Almighty God lightly is enough 
to strike us with awe. Before there were ears to hear, it caused 
the miracle of creation. There were no gases to mix and no fire 
to' ignite them. There was no power or influence but God’s to 
form the universe. His persuasion was His Word; He said and 
it was so. The disciples of Jesus knew this and believed the 
Word of God to be His power. They recognized Jesus to be 
more than mere man when He spoke the Word and the stormy 
sea was still. His Word called Lazarus from death to life. 
Although He could have defeated the devil with a snap of His 
fingers, He chose to do it with the written Word of God. This 
power that commands obedience of nothingness to become 
matter, that governs the forces of nature, and brings life 
through the ears of the physically dead is the power of the 
church. 


At ONE time the book of God’s law was misplaced, covert l 
up and forgotten in the temple at Jerusalem. It was so long out 
of use the nation of Judah forgot God, fell into horrible sin and 
worshipped false gods. But, a great and wonderful thing 
happened when the priest found the Word of God again. After 
the scribe read it, he rushed it to the King. When he read it, his 
heart was so affected he gathered all of the people to hear it 
and they all repented. They destroyed all the furnishings and 
anything else that had to do with idol worship. What a 
miraculous thing when the Word enters people’s hearts then 
changes their wills to obey God. 

God’s Word can be lost even though the Bible remains open 
on our altars. It can be lost even though the church officially 
claims its inerrancy. It can be lost in heartless worship, in 
dead form and ritual, and in robot like responses. But, when we 
recognize God’s Word and see in it His purpose for us now and 
the way to eternal life, we’ve found it. Each of us needs cons¬ 
tant scriptural guidance. We lay people especially need 
that direction and we want our pastors to be firm in thd 
Word, not only claiming its truth, but using it to equip us 
for right living. To see the fruit is the best evidence of the 
Word’s use. Failing to use the Word now after contending for it 
so strongly would be our most shameful error. 

There is no better instruction than that given by Paul to 
Timothy: 

All scripture is inspired by God and helps us to teach, 
to show what is wrong, to improve and train in right liv¬ 
ing so that a man of God is ready and equipped for every 
good work. 

Before God and Christ Jesus, who is going to judge the 
living and the dead, I solemnly call on you—in view of 
His coming and ruling over us—preach the Word, keep at 
it at the right time and the wrong time, correct, rebuke, 
encourage, being very patient and thorough in your 
teaching. 

A time will come when people will not listen to sound 
teaching but, craving to hear something different, will 
get more and more teachers whom they like. They will 
refuse to listen to the truth and will turn to fictions. 

But you, keep a clear head in everything, endure 
hardship, do your work of telling the good news, and 
everything else you should do as a pastor. 

—II Timothy 3:16 to 4:5 
(An American Translation) 

Mr. Robert Pett 
Wales, Wisconsin 
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Contributions to Affirm are tax deductible. 
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Moderate-Conservative Reports Show 

Difference 
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as they really are.” This concept of inerrancy, the Conser¬ 
vatives see as basis to understanding the entire Bible and 
therefore a foundation doctrine of the Christian faith. Without it 
nothing is certain. This the Moderate Caucus emphatically and 
frequently rejects. The Moderate concept of inerrancy includes 
truthfulness and reliability, but not flawlessness. While 
Moderates tolerate the word “inerrancy,” they prefer it not be 
used. Where it is used, it can be an umbrella for a number of 
ideas. 
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Gospel and Scripture 

T 

nf t tw ° TT ds ’ “? 0S P el ” and “Scripture,” have also been 
pd " ter dlsc ussion. Other church groups have been divid- 
n „ rt °y,| r in® issues of inerrancy and inspiration, but not “Gospel” 
and Scripture. Both Moderates and Conservatives say that the 
ble is authoritative, but the reasons given are different. 
r ™ rat f C0 1 ntend th at the Bible’s authority comes from the 
p .- T , heyclaim that the Bible is true and has a claim on the 
h™• fu ? hrohecause it works faith. The Conservative posi¬ 
tion is that the Bible’s authority is derived from God through in- 
piration irrespective of whether or not a person believes the 
Gospel s message contained on its pages. 
ttt e . re .*^th e Moderate position: “We accept the Scriptures as 
word ot God on account of our faith in the Gospel.” The Conser- 
va ive Caucus asserts that the Moderate position abolishes the 
1 e as the sole source of authority in the church, sola scrip- 
tura, and replaces it with the Gospel. 

What the Moderate Caucus means by “Gospel” is not always 
clear. The confusion is compounded because this “Gospel” 
becomes the key for interpreting the Bible. The Moderate 
ucus also makes the claim that various interpretations of the 
Bible are permissible if the “Gospel” message is not affected. 
But the question arises and remains unanswered as to how one 
can know the “Gospel,” if there are a variety of interpretations 
, < | ;G yff ln sections of the Bible. For the Moderates, what they 
call Gospel” becomes a prior, autonomous, and somewhat in¬ 
dependent and undefined norm or judge on how the Bible is to be 
understood. The Conservative position is that the Bible informs 
(Continued on next page) 
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us 3bout the Gospel and not vice versa. Members of the Conser¬ 
vative Caucus also objected to the Moderate position as allowing 
a divergence on a number of doctrines which could be judged as 
remaining unaffected by the “Gospel.” The matter of the or¬ 
dination of women pastors, allowed by some Moderates, was the 
case c 'led by the Conservative Caucus. 


rp Historical-Critical Method 

A HE section dealing with the “Historical-Critical Method” 
produced minimal results, because the real problem was not 
tackled by the Moderates. This phrase has attracted much atten- 
* on in the Missouri Synod controversy, because practitioners of 
be method have found many, if not all, sections of the Bible to 
ave b° solid basis in historical fact. Rudolph Bultmann, 
ec °gnized as the founder and leading prctitioner of the method, 
° u nd nothing in the New Testament as being real history, with 
Perhaps the exception that Jesus died. 

Conservative Caucus criticized the Moderates for not 
a ing with this very basic issue of the Historical-Critical 
ethod. The question put to the Moderate Caucus, but not really 
s wered, is “To what extent does a unit of Scripture describe 
events which occurred largely as the unit describes?” The 
°derate response was that their use of the method is done un- 
f,? r Lutheran presuppositions. The Conservative Caucus asked 
rW s T ° me examples how the Historical-Critical Method done un- 
, 1 . Lutheran presuppositions is any different from the method 
e without Lutheran presuppositions. Regrettably the question 
J Whether things happened as they are described in the Bible 
s not squarely faced and answered by the Moderate Caucus, 
in u, Case °f Jonah would have been appropriate. Conservatives 
n the Missouri Synod have argued that it must be understood 
Jistoncajjy Moderates have taken the opposite point of view 
have claimed for support scholars who use the Historica - 
itical Method. Here is a case where “Lutheran presup- 
icons’’ have in no way changed the use of the metho . 
theran presuppositions” have not saved Jonah from eing 
n signed to a figurative and non-historic existence. 

r Third Use of the Law 

W T S ERANS have traditionally spoken of three uses of the 
tain-' E ° con troversy exists over the Law as a cur 
mning civil order and as a mirror in showing us our . ™: Co 
trover^ exists over the third use, the Law as a guides inthe 

dem Stl ? n s life - Both are a g reed certain beh f aV T Prohibitions 
£f ned for the Christian because of Scriptural prohibitions^ 

Ro Wever the Moderate Caucus speaks of the guidance of he 
In situations where the Scriptures do not explicitly provide 
bUiaance. 

La 1 ,? theor y the Moderate Caucus acknowledges a third usemf the 

from’ fu *" be Conservative Caucus points out, but by , • it 

5?? the Scriptures they are in fact and in practice denying t 

fi? correctness of the Conservative observat^w 
demonstrated in the Moderate view of the ordmation of women 
&. Here is a New Testament directive for the Christians 

c h the Conservatives find binding but the Mod 

^ Conclusion 

h HE entire Report is available from Concordia 
th ° , se for $2.00. The discussions of the ACDC' {SSbetwee/tiie 
serious and prolonged theological m 8 ^ t the 
i derates and Conservatives of the Misso y 
su es on the table. . there seems to be 

t the heart of every theological differ question: 

^Principle. That principle i\ the / n Xe answer ?n the Bi- 
H °w can I know the truth?” Luther found the answe 


ble and his opponents in the pope. The same question is being 
raised in the Missouri Synod today with two different answers. 
The Moderate Caucus made it clear that the “Gospel” is the 
answer to the question about truth and the Conservative Caucus 
says the Bible. 

As pastors, congregations, and laymen make decisions that 
will be decisive for the church, their congregations, themselves, 
and their children, our only prayer is that they will remember 
what the question really is: How can I know the Truth ? Again 
with Luther, the Bible must stand as the only answer. 

Dr. David P. Scaer, Professor 
Systematic Theology 
Concordia Seminary 
Fort Wayne, Indiana 

The Editorial Group 

The Rev. William T. Eggers 
Prof, Richard G, Korthals 
Dr, Ewald J, Otto 
Dr. Robert Preus 

Back Copies and 
Occasional Papers Available 

Back copies of many of the Affirms published in the last five 
years are still available. They are available in any amount on a 
first come, first served basis at 10 cents a copy. 

Copies of Occasional Papers, published by Affirm in the 
Spring of 1973, are also available in any amount on a first come, 
first served basis at $1.00 a copy. The introduction of Oc¬ 
casional Papers, a 40-page document, states: 

In the Papers a group of scholars, addressing themselves 
to specific historic occasions and in one instance at least 
not to the Historical-Critical Method per se, essentially 
focus on that method and its weaknesses. 

Without planning it, each of them in his own way and from 
his own perspective for the occasion on which he wrote, 
reinforced the line of argumentation the others used. As a 
result, these speak with one voice. 

Together, moreover, they forcefully present the case 
against using the Historical-Critical Method as it has not 
been presented to our knowledge, so persuasively in our 
generation. 

To order any of the above copies write to: 

Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Ave, 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 



Affirm’s Mailing List 

If you have friends to whom you want Affirm sent, please in¬ 
form us. We will be happy to place them on our mailing list. 

To comply with postal mailing regulations Affirm’s mailing 
list is arranged numerically according to Zip Code Number. 

Therefore, it would be helpful to us if names were 
ARRANGED NUMERICALLY ACCORDING TO ZIP CODE 
NUMBERS, AND ALPHABETICALLY UNDER EACH ZIP 
CODE. This will enable us to check easily to determine if the 
names submitted are already on our mailing list, and eliminate 
duplicate mailings. 

It would also be helpful if names and addresses were printed 
clearly or typewritten. 
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Local Publications Supporting Conservative Cause Listed 


The Northwest 
Loyal Lutheran 
Rev. Martin W. Lankow 
2222 B St. 

Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 


Pensacola Area Newsletter 
Rev. William G. Kennell 
3820 Forest Glen Drive 
Pensacola, Florida 32504 


The Lutheran Voice 
P.O. Box 338 
Troy, N.H. 03465 


Talking Together 
Michigan Laymen’s Analysis 
P.O. Box 1275 
Southgate, Mich. 48195 


Cincinnati Concerns 
Rev. Eric Schuk 
968 Fashion Avenue 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45238 


Southern Concerns 
Mr. G. R. Murphy 
Salem Lutheran 
418 Fourth Street 
Gretna, Louisiana 70053 


Oklahoma Evangel 
Mr. A. H. Turner 
R. R. §2 

Kingfisher, Oklahoma 73750 


Calling All Loyal 
Lutherans 
R. R. n 

Decatur, Indiana 46733 


Doctrinal Laity 
Save Our Synod 
P.O. Box 284 
Victoria, Minnesota 55386 


The Kansas Layman 
Rev. Glenn Bitter 
Box 8197 

Topeka, Kansas 66608 


The Loyal Lutheran 
Rev. Julius V. Kimpel 
St. Paul’s Lutheran Church 
45 Smith Street 
Paterson, N.J. 07505 


Kyrios 

St. Matthew’s Lutheran Church 
1915 Hogeboom Avenue 
Eau Claire, Wis. 54701 


Laymen’s Analysis 
DCP of Central New Youk 
P.O. Box 53 
Syracuse, N.Y. 13201 


The Lay Voice 
Lutheran Committee 
P.O. Box 50033 
Dallas Tex. 75250 


The Lutheran Alternative 
Rev. Roger Humann 
29 Royal Henley Blvd., 

St. Catharines, Ont. 

L2R 1W1. Canada 


Ohio Concerns 
Mr. Phillip P. Griffin 
3744 Hillcrest East 
Hilliard, Ohio 43026 


California Concerns 
Mr. Ed A. Weise 
14447 Juniper Street 
San Leandro, California 94579 

The Northern Light 
Rev. David Anderson 
1000 Memorial Drive 
Crookston, Minnesota 56716 


DCP Trumpet 
Rev. Tom Baker 
1405 Anna 

University City, Missouri 63130 


Colorado Laymen’s 
News Letter 
Mr. Ray Joeckel 
2210 Lincoln Center Building 
Denver, Colorado 80202 


The Lay Voice of 
Nebraska 
Mr. A1 Achterberg 
P.O. Box 527 
Holdrege, Nebraska 68949 


Lutherans United 
for Synod 
L. U. F. S. 

Box 28253 

St. Louis, Missouri 63132 


Laymen’s Analysis 
South Dakota 
Concerned Lutherans 
Box 1082 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota 
57101 


Layman's Analysis 
c/o Hope Lutheran Church 
6416 S. Washtenaw Ave. 
Chicago, Ill. 60629 


The Faithful Messenger 
Rev. Victor A. Kurz 
3427 Smiley Road 
Columbus, Ohio 43220 


The Evangelical 
Lutheran 
P.O. Box 1462 
Orange, California 92668 


North Wisconsin 
Newsletter 
Mr. Verlyn Miller 
713 Vine Street 
Eau Claire, Wisconsin 54701 
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“I b*li«v«d, 
and therefore have 
I spoken" 

II Cor. 4:13 


3-09 Still Draws Fire 


To such well-known Missouri Synod numerals as 500 and 3558, 
the New Orleans 1973 synodical convention added 3-09. The syn¬ 
odical resolution bearing that number produced long and bitter 
debate on the convention floor. Efforts were made to remove it 
from consideration by the delegates. In the 3 years since then, 
3-09 has been under continuous attack. Liberals, including 
some liberal-controlled districts, will memorialize the 1977 
Dallas Convention to have it rescinded or emasculated by the 
removal of the “accusatory factors.” 

What is there about 3-09 that evokes this constant drumming 
opposition? The answer lies in a review of some history. Twenty 
years and more ago, during the synodical presidency of Dr. J. W. 
Behnken, disquieting reports of what was being preached and 
taught by some pastors began to come in from parishes. These 
complaints reached a crescendo during the regime of President 
Harms, whose failure to act was a major factor in his being 
voted out of office in 1969. 

The source of the trouble lay in the so-called Historical- 
Critical Method of Scriptural interpretation, a view of the Bible 
which ultimately jeopardizes literally every doctrine of our 
Christian faith, including the virgin birth of our Lord, His sub¬ 
stitutionary suffering and death, His resurrection, and therefore 
the Gospel itself, Its rationalistic roots had become imbedded 
gradually but deeply in the majority of the faculty at our St. 
Louis seminary. 


Resolution 3-09 was thus born of some 20 years of doctrinal 
erosion which had begun quietly but ultimately became quite 
blatant. Dissatisfied with the inaction of the former synodical 
president and the school’s Board of Control, the Synod itself in 
that resolution took a stand and rendered a judgment with 
regard to what was being taught our future pastors at the 
seminary. It is not overstating the case to say that at stake was 
the very survival of the Synod as we have known it and the doc¬ 
trinal position it had held for over a century. Waiting two more 
years until the next convention could well have been too late. 

Realizing the utmost gravity of the seminary situation, Presi¬ 
dent Preus months prior to the New Orleans Convention had ap¬ 
pointed a special blue-ribbon 24-man committee to study faculty 
publications and the voluminous transcripts of the Fact-Finding 
committee’s faculty interviews, to evaluate Board of Control 
materials, and to hold personal interviews. Out of all these 
countless hours by Committee #3 on “Seminary Issues” came 
Resolution 3-09 as its findings and recommendations to the 
Synod. Though its six and one-half pages are long as resolutions 
go, it is a marvel of compactness for the territory covered. It is 
required reading for anyone seeking to understand the present 
doctrinal controversy. A historical introduction provided the 
background of the seminary’s doctrinal problems, followed by 
an explanation of the three major areas in which the seminary 
teaching had departed from Scripture and the Lutheran 
Confessions. The resolution concluded by listing seven specific 
false doctrines. 


The convention’s in-depth discussion of 3-09 spanned three 
sessions and two days. Its adoption was a landmark action in 
which, for the first time in modern church history, a major 
denomination reversed its liberalizing doctrinal drift. 

Small wonder that 3-09 at the convention and thereafter has 
been the object of incessant opposition. To the liberal element in 
the Missouri Synod that wants the doctrinal tent to be broad 
enough to “allow room for us all,” 3-09 is an abomination with its 
precise delineation of the doctrinal position of Synod, its pinpoin¬ 
ting of the three major areas of doctrinal drift, and its specific 
list of seven false doctrines which “cannot be tolerated in the 
church of God, much less be excused and defended.” 

But there is more to the liberal opposition against 3-09. It has 
been claimed repeatedly that the resolution is unfair because it 
is directed against the faculty majority without naming names, 
thus placing all of them “under a cloud.” 

Let’s look at that complaint as well as the structure of 3-09 a 
bit closer. The title of 3-09 is, “To declare faculty majority posi¬ 
tion in violation of Article II of the Constitution.” There is no 
doubt as to what 3-09 addresses itself, namely, a theological 
position that is contrary to God’s Word and the Lutheran 
Confessions and therefore is false doctrine no matter who holds 
it, named or unnamed. St. Paul, having asserted the doctrine of 
salvation by grace, adds that anything else is false doctrine even 
“though we or an angel from heaven” are those who teach that 
alien and false doctrine. 

But it is equally clear to whom 3-09 addressed itself, namely, 
the former faculty majority. Is this blanket judgment either un¬ 
clear or unfair? Not when one remembers that the faculty ma¬ 
jority, in every document it has issued relative to the five counts 
of false doctrine on which the seminary president was found 
guilty, has said such things as, “We are one in confession and 
suspension . . . with John H. Tietjen,” “What our two 
documents, Faithful... I and II, do teach, that we still stand by 
personally and collectively,” etc., etc. 

FURTHER, if the faculty majority actually wanted to be 
cleared or found guilty on an individual basis, as they so often 
have claimed, why did they walk out of the seminary in violation 
of their calls to teach there, thus removing themselves from the 
jurisdiction of the church-elected board which both in 3-09 and in 
the synodical by-laws is given the responsibility of dealing with 
faculty members? Why, moreover, did the faculty majority 
spurn the Wiederaenders committee which was established by 
Synod at Anaheim in 1975 to provide the individual consideration 
which the faculty majority since 1973 had insisted it wanted? It 
would be a simple matter for any faculty member who did not 
share the erroneous faculty majority position to clearly and 
specifically disavow the seven false doctrines listed by Synod in 
3-09. Yet, not a single one has done so. 

(Continued on Page 6) 
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On the News Front 


IIjLIM is circulating a 4-page document, “The Issue at Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, ” which 
purports to be a chronology of events, starting in 1969, related to the 1974 walkout of students and 
faculty at our St. Louis seminary. 

Readers of the document should be aware that it operates with selective truth and is pockmark¬ 
ed with serious errors and misrepresentations. A few items selected at random will serve as il¬ 
lustrations. 


The document states that Synod’s Board for Higher Education is “appointed” by Dr. Preus. 
Fact: The seven-man BHE is elected by Synod. 


The document says that in 1972 the Seminary Board of Control reported that it had found no 
false doctrine after “interviewing the faculty.” Fact: The Board, which at that time had a liberal 
majority, interviewed only approximately half of the faculty, 29 to be exact. Even those partial 
interviews provided enough evidence for the conservative board majority to state flatly, “We 
cannot report in good conscience that there is no false doctrine.” 


In discussing the fact that the Board of Control did not immediately implement the August 1973 
suspension of Dr. Tietjen, the document states, “Because the Board had in its haste turned all the 
safeguards of bylaw 6.79 into mere formalities, legal opinion directed the Board to suspend the 
suspension.” Fact: The synod-seminary legal counsel found no fault with the Board’s action. 
However, he told the Board that since the synodical bylaw 6.79 for handling charges had been 
adopted by Synod only a month earlier at New Orleans, that time was needed to study the new 
bylaw. He also informed the Board that Dr. Tietjen’s attorney had threatened immediate court 
action against the Board of Control. It should be added that the Board’s legal counsel is too 
professionally competent to “direct” the Board. 


The document, alleging that “the Preus administration” in 1973 made offers in return for Dr. 
Tietjen s possible resignation, adds, “The Board chairman, he [Dr. Tietjen] was told, had agreed 
to the arrangement. Fact: The Board chairman cannot agree to anything not authorized by the 
Board. The Board specifically went on record in January 1974 that “the Board knows of no deals 
nor has it participated in any.” To state, as the document does, that Dr. Tietjen was “told” 
something by somebody is to engage in rumor and hearsay. 

The document states that when the seminary students walked out Jan. 21,1974 “They declared 
a mora onum on classes until the Board clearly identified who the false teachers were and exact- 
'rL W n at ^ a , se doctrine was being taught.” It then adds, “They never received an answer.” Fact: 

e Board responded that very same day with a pledge “to make all deliberate haste in resolving 
the implications of Resolution 3-09 of New Orleans over against the faculty” and asked that 
professors and students return to their classes forthwith.” It is obvious that the students were 
not interested m an answer and disregarded it when given 


These few samples, which could be multiplied, will suffice to show that the “chronology,” 
while operating with some facts, is so replete with errors and distortions as to make it practically 
useless to any one seeking reliable information on seminary and synodical matters. At best it 
further muddies the synodical waters, at worst it misleads. Fair-minded members of Synod will 
wonder why it was printed. 


* * 


* 


The referral of the Tietjen case to a vice-president of Synod causes an interested observer to 
seriously wonder. Over three years after the case was opened, it is still in the process. To be sure, 
the rights of due process for the accused must be preserved. It could be asked, does that hold true 
for the plaintiffs? 

Submitting to the requirements of the synodical Constitution, the plaintiffs have been bound to 
a tedious and complicated process. First, the requirements of bylaw 6.79 had to be met in its en¬ 
tirety. At the end of that, a second process was begun under bylaw 6.80, known as the 
ecclesiastical or clergy supervision process. This process demands that the following sections of 
the Constitution and bylaws be followed: Constitution Article III 7-8; VI; XI B; XII 6-9; XIII; 
bylaws 1.05, 1.09; 2.27, 3.45, 3.49 Chapter V, bylaw 6.79C. Each step is intended to insure the 
rights of the accused. 


(Continued on Page 7) 
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An Open Letter 


After stating, in an open letter, that we 
need a peaceful split in Missouri, Prof. 
Korthals continues with a number of other 
points, some of which are included 
here.—Ed. 


2. We need a firm doctrinal position. Much has been made 
of the allegation that no one has been convicted of teaching false 
doctrine. The accusation comes from both sides. Why??? What 
purpose would be served??? A few may have personal motives, 
but I believe that the majority instinctively want this to take 
place because it would be a means of establishing doctrine. We 
would ascertain what is false doctrine, and why it is so. For this 
reason it would have been well if guilty members of the faculty 
majority could have been charged. This did not — and now will 
not — take place. Therefore another means must be found. 

I believe that the time has come to write an additional con¬ 
fessional statement dealing with the modern day theological 
problems, and that the constitution should be amended to in¬ 
clude this new statement in Article II. This is needed to both 
provide guidelines and a position for those within the church — 
and as a witness to those without. This is our only hope for a 
lasting peace. The Statement is a start, but it bears the Preus 
label — the name of one person. We need something which has 
been requested by Synod, couched in confessional language, 
written by a small and highly talented group but reviewed by the 
faculties and the Commission on Theology and Church Relations, 
and approved by the Synod after thorough study. This in no way 
detracts from our present confessional statements, but rather 
acknowledges that confessions speak to problems and con¬ 
ditions, of which new ones arise from time to time. Assurance 
should be given that in no way will that which once was said be 
changed. There will be no lasting peace until this is ac¬ 
complished, since the present controversy concerns the validity 
of that one “judge” to whom we can turn — Holy Scripture. We 
owe that to those who will follow us. Time is important — it 
would be advantageous if the Synod could resolve the start of 
this endeavor at the Dallas Convention. What a blessing this 
could be if we all study Scripture together! What a witness it 
would be to those in other church bodies who are. engaged in a 
similar struggle! It is something which I feel God wants us to do. 
Do you agree??? 

3 , Educational Systems. Pruning is needed, as well as 
determination of purpose. Today we have more and more 
schools with liberal arts programs which far outshadow their 
synodical program. It is perhaps justifiable on a financial basis, 
but in the meantime subsidy is given to all alike, and as a result 
the schools and students dedicated to a synodical purpose suffer. 
Can we afford to have a number of liberal arts colleges ala Valpo 
which are subsized??? Are they fulfilling a purpose — or are 
they turning out to be another community college? It is time that 
this problem is given a hard look, before additional program 
proliferation makes it even more difficult. 

I believe that we need a few good schools, amply supported by 
the Synod, and dedicated to a single purpose — that of providing 
our parishes with the world’s best pastors and teachers. Our 
schools should be innovative, proud of their heritage and mis¬ 
sion, supportive of our goals, and the best there are in the nation. 
They should concentrate on graduating people who understand 
God’s Word, believe in their mission, and are trained to 
minister. We once had a seminary which became enthralled by 
academia — became interested in turning out scholars rather 


than pastors. They boasted of academic degrees from great un¬ 
iversities. We know the outcome, it led to disaster. We need 
scholarship, but not for the sake of scholarship alone. We do not 
need another ivory tower. Our primary function is to minister, 
and that should be taken into consideration in curriculum 
development. We also need to coordinate the programs of our 
two seminaries so that they supplement rather than compete. 

4. Missions. I am not that familiar with latest trends, but I 
do know that our methodolgy should be constantly re-examined 
in the light of changing modes of communication and conditions. 
Every day brings new advances — some of which cause yester¬ 
day’s programs to be outmoded today. Greenland’s icy moun¬ 
tains are now in our living room via satellite communication. 
Are we using that gift (or curse, depending upon your viewpoint) 
to the greatest advantage? It seems to me that each culture is 
best equipped to bring the Gospel to its own. Perhaps we should 
concentrate on training indigenous workers — teaching them to 
use mass communications — and send our workers to the jungles 
within our cities, the heathen lands as close as our own 
backyards. 

5 . Evangelism. We need more good materials, written 
from a Lutheran perspective, and designed for teaching. The 
Kennedy-type training has great advantages, though the 
theology of conversion/santification needs to be worked through 
carefully and understood. We also need to redefine the role of 
the evangelist as one who bears the Good News, whether it be in 
a stranger’s home, at a bedside, in a classroom during Sunday 
School, or over coffee. God has given people many gifts and 
talents, and He has tailored many tasks for his people, not all 
people for one task (such as ringing doorbells). Everybody 
should see themselves as an evangelist, and should be helped to 
carry out that role. Students need practical experience and 
training — we talk about it, study the why and how — but seldom 
actually do it. This year placement had a request for a teacher 
trained in evangelism. There was not one student in four schools 
to meet that need. 

6. Stewardship. What a time for sacrificial giving — to 
help us be that blessing! Perhaps we should re-examine our 
philosophy here also — especially in light of Christ’s statement 
that “we are happier when we are giving then when receiving.” 
Do we perhaps stress the burden of giving (look what God has 
done for you), or the reward as material (it shall be given to 
you), and downplay the joy and fulfillment? I believe that one of 
the most basic of all human needs is the need to give, and that 
our offerings made to God are opportunities which He places 
before us in order that we might know personal fulfillment. I 
feel that this is why God gave Adam and Eve the tree, why the 
Old Testament people gave offerings (partially), and why we 
are given the mission of spreading the Gospel. Our members 
should be shown this. We need some good educational materials 
that stress this aspect. 

7. Law/Gospel Preaching. We need a church that is not 
afraid to stand up and say “Thus says the Lord”! It is time that 
we again called sin a sin, rather than looking the other way. We 
have had courageous people speak on abortion — we need to do 
the same with other public sins that plague us. Most of our peo¬ 
ple are trained by the world, and operate with a form of situation 
ethics. We need to re-establish value systems based upon God’s 

(Continued on Page 8) 
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Women lit 


W ITHIN the last few years the Lutheran Church in America 
has authorized the call and ordination of women to the public 
ministry, and the American Lutheran Church — over the 
protests of its supposed sister, the Lutheran Church—Missouri 
Synod — has followed suit. The California-Nevada District 
(although in an unconstitutional conclave) recently urged the 
Synod to take the same step. The faculty of Seminex, indeed, 
have prepared a woman for just this step into the pulpit by 
recently certifying her for a call into the Lutheran ministry. 
These actions of various Lutheran groups in America mesh very 
well, of course, with the women’s liberation movement which 
forms such an important part of the current American social- 
political scene. Indeed, it is from this mounting movement in 
contemporary thought that the Lutheran proponents of female 
pastors have taken their cue. But contemporary thought is not the 
touchstone of true Lutheran theology. Rather, we must test the 
spirits — including the spirit of the age — whether they be of 
God. Only the Word of God, the Ancient of Days, not the words of 
modern men, is a safe guide for the Christian Church. And the in¬ 
troduction of women into the ministry, like so much else in 
current American thought, runs directly against the Word of 
God. 

The Apostle Paul expresses the mind of God on this question 
as clearly as could possibly be done. “As in all the churches of 
the saints, the women should keep silence in the churches. For 
they are not permitted to speak, but should be subordinate, even 
as the law says. If there is anything they desire to know, let them 
ask their husbands at home. For it is shameful for a woman to 
speak in church. What! Did the Word of God originate with you, 
or are you the only ones it has reached? If anyone thinks that he 
is a prophet or spiritual, he should acknowledge that what I am 
writing to you is a command of the Lord. If anyone does not 
recognize this, he is not recognized,” I Corinthians 14:33-38. 
“Let a woman learn in silence with all submissiveness. I permit 
no woman to teach or to have authority over men; she is to keep 
silent. For Adam was formed first, then Eve; and Adam was not 
deceived, but the woman was deceived and became a 
transgressor,” I Timothy 2:11-14. 


THUS, the Apostle forbids women to speak (lalein) in church 
(I Cor. 14:34-35), commanding them rather to keep silence 
(sigatan, I Cor. 14:34), to learn in silence (en hesuchia, I Tim. 
2:12), and to remain in silence (en hesuchia, I Tim. 2:13), The 
various Greek words employed by Paul do not, according to 
their general usage, preclude corporate participation by women 
in the liturgy and singing of the church; on other grounds, in¬ 
deed, we can assume that Paul encouraged such participation. 
But the Apostle does reject all forms of individual female verbal 
expression in the church — preaching, reading Scripture lessons, 
leading prayers, conducting the liturgy, giving testimonies. All 
these activities are definitely embraced by the word lalein and, 
therefore, are actions which are shameful for women in the 
church (I Cor. 14:35). Indeed, even asking a question in church 
is, asserts Paul, a distinctly unwomanly activity. But it is of the 
essence of a pastor, of course, that he preaches, reads the Scrip¬ 
ture, leads prayer, conducts the liturgy, asks questions, etc., in 
the church. Paul in writing to Timothy, moreover, specifically 
bars women from teaching men or exercising authority over 
them in the church. But again a pastor necessarily teaches men 
and exercises authority over them in the church. It follows, 


therefore, that a “woman pastor” is a contradiction in terms. 
While the world may grant its recognition, no such creature ex¬ 
ists in the sight of God. 

Since the various Lutheran groups in this nation assert that the 
Holy Scriptures are the sole rule and norm of their teaching and 
practice, it is passing strange that any Lutheran should advocate 
the call and ordination of a woman to the public ministry. For 
the words of the Apostle as quoted above are so patent. 
Nevertheless, when a man has already formed a set idea of what 
is right and wrong on the basis of current thinking in his world, 
he will reject or avoid in some way or another even the most 
crystal-clear statement of God. And so many Lutherans today 
are taking some wide detours around the embarrassing collision 
of the Word of God with contemporary American concepts of 
womanhood. 


T HE most effective detour is to impeach the divinity of the 
relevant statements of Paul. There is no collision with the Word 
of God, according to many modern proponents of the female 
pastorate, because the Pauline prohibitions are not really part of 
the Word of God. To be sure, Paul customarily wrote at the 
direction of the Holy Spirit, but now and then, supposedly, he 
threw some of his own glass beads into the casket of pearls. I 
Corinthians 14 and I Timothy 2 are allegedly lapses of apostolic 
inspiration where Paul, with the best intentions but acting as a 
child of his own day, allowed the first-century notion of 
womanhood to countermand the leading of the Spirit. We of the 
twentieth century, on the other hand, due to our more congenial 
social circumstances, are more sensitive to the leading of the 
Spirit in the consideration of woman’s role and so must correct 
Paul on this point. After all, Paul would want us to correct him 
where the more mature reflection of future ages would prove 
him lacking, would he not? No, he would not. Paul would ap¬ 
preciate such correction from us about as much as he ap¬ 
preciated the correction which he received from some mature 
thinkers in the churches of Galatia, Corinth, and Philippi. Ac¬ 
tually, he uses the terms “false apostles,” “deceitful 
workmen,” and “servants,of Satan,” rather than “mature 
thinkers,” for those who venture to place their own thoughts and 
words on the same level as those of an apostle of Christ and to 
correct him on some tidbit of teaching (II Cor. 11:12-15). “Their 
end will correspond to their deeds,” says Paul. 


We must remember that Paul was, like the other apostles, 
appointed by Christ as an infallible teacher of His Church, In the 
performance of their teaching office, the apostles spoke and 
wrote all those words and only those words which the Holy Spirit 
supplied to them, so that everything which they taught by mouth 
or by pen was the absolute truth (Matthew 10:19-20; Mark 13:11; 
Luke 21:14-15; John 14:26; 16:13). Paul was called to this 
apostolate with miraculous attestation (Acts 9), received the 
acknowledgement of the earlier apostles (Acts 9:27-29; Gal. 2:9, 
II Peter 3:15-16), and authenticated his call by means of many 
miraculous signs (e.g., Acts 19:11-12; I Cor. 2:4; II Cor. 12:12). 
The Apostle Paul rightly claimed, therefore, that his teaching, 
whether oral or written, consisted exclusively in words supplied 
to him by the Holy Spirit to match the thoughts provided to him 
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by the same Spirit (I Cor. 2:13). Thus, Paul’s words were God’s 
words. 

Indeed, Paul, anticipating any protest which might be lodged 
against his demand for female silence in the church, reminds his 
readers with a rhetorical question that God speaks through him, 
not them: “What! Did the Word of God originate with you ... ?” 
(I Cor. 14:36). Paul rightly demands, therefore, that what he 
wrote on the place of women be acknowledged as a command of 
the Lord (v. 37) and suspends from the congregational 
fellowship anyone who does not so recognize it (v. 38). In I 
Timothy, likewise, Paul warns, concerning the apostolic instruc¬ 
tion which constitute the letter, that those who have rejected 
them have made shipwreck of their faith and so have been turn¬ 
ed over to Satan (1:18-20). 

Now, the opponents of Paul’s doctrine of womanhood 
sometimes object that the apostle himself admitted to lapses at 
times of divine inspiration. The favorite passage is I Corinthians 
7:12, “To the rest I say — I, not the Lord.” Paul, however, in I 
Corinthians 7 is distinguishing merely between commands which 
the Lord Jesus Himself gave during His earthly ministry (vv. 10- 
11; cf. Matt. 19) and commands now first enunciated by God 
through the Apostle. But Paul in no way insinuates that his own 
commands are less divine or authoritative than those of his 
Lord. The words of the historical Jesus and the words of the 
historical Paul are alike the words of the eternal God. 


There remains, however, the second main way in which 
modern Lutheran proponents of female pastors seek to blunt the 
pointed words of Scripture. Very well, they say, if we must 
accept that Paul was speaking God’s words in I Corinthians 14 
and I Timothy 2, we may still maintain that he was speaking to 
the church of his time alone on account of its particular social 
circumstances, namely, the attitude toward women prevalent in 
the first century. The idea is that St. Paul did not wish to turn 
away potential converts by allowing a practice which would be 
repulsive to most people of his day. (Those who are familiar 
with the Graeco-Roman society of the first century, of course, 
will realize that, in actuality, women did hold high ecclesiastical 
office in other religions, including the teaching office, and that 
first-century men must have found Paul’s views on this matter 
quite strange.) Our contemporaries urge that the female 
pastorate may now be introduced into the church, since the prac¬ 
tice is no longer repulsive to society in general and since Paul 
was not, they say, banning it for all time. This last assertion they 
base upon passages like Galations 3:28 which speak of the equali¬ 
ty of the sexes in Christ, claiming that such sentiments cannot 
be reconciled with a permanent ban on female pastors. 

Now, it is true that the commands of Scripture are frequently 
of temporary, rather than permanent, force. One example was 
the command to keep the Sabbath during the Old Testament era. 
An example from I Corinthians 14 itself was the instruction not 
to forbid speaking in tongues during the apostolic period of the 
church. The Sabbath law was abrogated when Christ came into 
the world as a man; the directives about tongues became in¬ 
applicable when tongues ceased after the death of the apostles. 

But the question is: Does the apostolic exclusion of women 
from the ministry fall into this category of temporary injunc¬ 


tions? The answer is no. In the first place, Galatians 3:28 does 
not apply to this matter. St. Paul makes the important point 
there, to be sure, that men and women are one in Christ Jesus 
and co-heirs of His gifts. But it by no means follows from this 
truth that women are eligible for the ministry. Such a line of 
argument confuses spiritual unity with identity in role. Children, 
after all, are one with adults in Christ Jesus, but we dare not 
conclude that children too are eligible for the ministry. 

Secondly, Paul does not base his doctrine of woman’s place in 
the church merely on passing social circumstances. Rather, he 
deduces it from universal truths which can never be altered — so 
long, at least, as this world endures. In I Corinthians 14 he 
appeals to the Law, that is, the Old Testament, in support of his 
position (v. 34); Paul is talking, then, about an enduring precept 
rather than a momentary expedient. We learn from the parallel 
passage in I Timothy that the Old Testament section which Paul 
has particularly in mind is Genesis 2-3, the account of the crea¬ 
tion and fall of mankind, specific historical events of universal 
significance which define for all time the correct relationship 
between man and woman. 

The Apostle points his pen at two elements in this Genesis ac¬ 
count which substantiate his thesis that the role of woman in the 
church is silent submissiveness in the presence of men. The first 
is that woman was created from man and for man and is, 
therefore, by nature subordinate to man (Genesis 2:18-23; I Tim. 
2:13). The second is that woman was deceived by Satan into sin¬ 
ning against God when she coveted a place in the scheme of 
things higher than that allocated to her by God; and man yielded 
himself to sin when, against better knowledge, he acceded 
authority over him to the woman as she urged him to eat of the 
fruit which God had forbidden (Gen. 3:6, 17; I Tim. 2:14). 

ThESE historical facts, Paul rightly argues, show how 
perverted it is for women to teach men. To accept a woman 
pastor, then, is to attack the divine order of creation, the 
relationship in which the various creatures of God stand to each 
other and to Him on the basis of their creation by Him. Some of 
our contemporaries, to be sure, would have us believe that this 
order of creation does hot apply in the Church of Christ; they 
assume that Christians are all equal in authority by virtue of 
their common faith. But Paul makes clear in the passages 
before us that one’s position in the order of creation is, in fact, 
hallowed by one’s incorporation through faith into Christ and His 
Church. Our Lord Himself, indeed, directs His followers to the 
original pattern of this order as a pure expression of God’s will 
and the ideal form of Christian conduct (Matt. 19:8). The divine 
order of creation does not apply in the Church of Christ; they 
ought to be more manifest there than anywhere else. Women 
have, to be sure, many important roles to fulfil in the church, but 
the ministry is not one of them. Just as the bearing of children is 
assigned exclusively to the woman (I Tim. 2:15), so the duties of 
the pastor are assigned exclusively to the man (I Tim. 3:2). 

Thus, the attempt to restrict the application of Paul’s remarks 
to his own century is as futile as the endeavor to deny their 
divinity. The proposed detours are blocked with unbudgeable 
barricades. In the apostolic exclusion of women from the 
ministry God Himself is speaking — and He is speaking to us. 

Prof. Douglas Judisch 
[jee r:4 & it Concordia Seminary 

1 - Fort Wayne, Indiana 
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(Continued from Page 1) 

Moreover, to complain that 3-09 should be rescinded simply 
because it does not name individuals is to misunderstand both its 
structure and purpose. There is, of course, a time and manner 
for dealing with individuals. That function Synod in the final 
“Resolved” of 3-09 properly assigned to the seminary Board of 
Control. Therefore, 3-09 itself does not so much file charges as it 
declares the judgment of the church on what is true and what is 
false doctrine especially in the controverted area of Scripture 
itself, its origin, character, authority, inspiration, and inerran¬ 
cy- 

This approach of setting forth the true and condemning the 
false is in the best tradition of Scripture itself and the Lutheran 
Confessions. St. Paul, dealing with widespread false doctrine in 
the Galatian parishes, wrote, “Christ is become of no effect unto 
you, whosoever of you are justified by the law, ye are fallen 
from grace.” Was no one “guilty” in Galatia until individual 
charges were filed and processed? Ridiculous! 


In the same manner, also the Lutheran Confessions 
consistently first set forth the Scriptural truth in a given point of 
doctrine and then continue, “they condemn the Pelagians 
(Anabaptists, Donatists, etc.) and others who deny that . . .” 
Was everybody innocent of false doctrine simply because in¬ 
dividual names were not given? Were the Confessions unfair in 
putting a whole group “under a cloud"? Nonsense! 

To say, because no one is specifically named in 3-09, that every 
member of the faculty majority is somehow innocent of false 
doctrine, pure in his theology, and “in good standing” in the 
church, is naive, unrealistic, and simply untrue. We have had 
quite enough of this legalistic subterfuge which insists that a 
man cannot possibly be guilty of false doctrine as long as his 
name is listed in the Lutheran Annual. 

To sum up, Resolution 3-09 represents a major doctrinal for¬ 
mulation in the history of the Missouri Synod. It is thorough¬ 
going in its historical perspective and is solidly Lutheran in 
theology. It is in harmony both with the Scriptures and with the 
Lutheran Confessions in the manner in which it declares the 
church’s solemn judgment. 

At Dallas in 1977 the church, gratefully recognizing the 
resolution’s historic and theological value, will resist any effort 
to tamper with either its structure or its content. 

The Rev. Ewald J. Otto, Pastor 
Our Redeemer Lutheran Church 
Quincy, Illinois 


Back Copies and 
Occasional Papers Available 

Back copies of many of the Affirms published in the last five 
years are still available. They are available in any amount on a 
first come, first served basis at 10 cents a copy. 

Copies of Occasional Papers, published by Affirm in the 
Spring of 1973, are also available in any amount on a first come, 
first served basis at $1.00 a copy. 

To order any of the above copies write to: 

Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Ave. 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 


Affirm 

Affirm, sponsored by Balance Inc., is published monthly or 
more frequently by a group of its members concerned about 
theological and related developments in The Lutheran Church 
—Missouri Synod. 

All correspondence, editorial material, contributions, and 
communications about subscriptions should be addressed to: 

Affirm 

c/o Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 


The Editorial Group 

The Rev. William T. Eggers 
Prof. Richard G. Korthals 
Dr. Ewald J. Otto 
Dr. Robert Preus 


Editorial Policy 

While the articles in Affirm with their applications to con¬ 
temporary events rest on Biblical truths, they do not neces¬ 
sarily in all their details represent the views of The Editorial 
Group. Any divergence of opinion, however, falls within the 
latitude allowed by Article II of the Constitution of The 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod. 

For Affirm is unashamedly dedicated to preserving, under 
grace, Missouri’s priceless theological heritage, based on the 
Word and set forth in the Book of Concord, as both have 
been commonly understood in Missouri until the most recent 
times. 


Contributions 

With their generous support many of its friends have 
made the publication of Affirm possible. 

You also can help defray its cost by contributing in any 
amount to: 

Affirm 

Walther Memorial Lutheran Church 
4040 West Fond du Lac Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216 

Contributions to Affirm are tax deductible. 


Affirm’s Mailing List 

If you have friends to whom you want Affirm sent, please in¬ 
form us. We will be happy to place them on our mailing list. 

To comply with postal mailing regulations Affirm’s mailing 
list is arranged numerically according to Zip Code Number. 

Therefore, it would be helpful to us if names were 
ARRANGED NUMERICALLY ACCORDING TO ZIP CODE 
NUMBERS, AND ALPHABETICALLY UNDER EACH ZIP 
CODE. This will enable us to check easily to determine if the 
names submitted are already on our mailing list, and eliminate 
duplicate mailings. 

It would also be helpful if names and addresses were printed 
clearly or typewritten. 
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For each charge made, living witnesses or written documented evidence must be offered. In 
Scriptural and Confessional matters, the charges must be supported by clear statements 
from both. 

No less than three formal face to face meetings are provided for under bylaw 6-79, in the event 
that the private discussions of the parties to the case have reached an impasse. A minimum of two 
face to face meetings could be held under bylaw 6.80 and the process it requires. In each of the two 
separate processes, a series of appeals is available to both parties. Every precaution is taken to 
be sure that the matter is dealt with on the basis of the facts of the case. 

Counting all the individuals directly involved or asked to deal with the case, one is surprised to 
learn that the minimum of 60 people could be involved. This does not count witnesses for either 
side. 

The members of Synod should know that throughout the entire two track process, the plaintiffs 
are required to pay their own expenses. Transportation, housing, and meals for themselves, 
witnesses and theological and legal counsel. Phone, postage, stationery and reproduction 
materials, all are included in the expense. The man-hours of labor are free. 

The final observation is, all the foregoing came after the plaintiffs spent hundreds of hours 
studying and hearing testimony on the very matters that were investigated by Synodical Com¬ 
mittee #3 of the New Orleans Convention, concerning Concordia Seminary, St. Louis. They were 
members of that Committee. Their attempt to show a brother the error of his ways has to be a 
landmark example of Christian patience. 


* * 


* 


RECENTLY, I have heard rumors that the two seminaries in St. Louis and in Springfield-Fort 
Wayne are not getting along so well. As the President of one of these schools, I want to discount 
emphatically such rumors. It is true, of course, that both seminaries are accredited by the ATS 
and have very similar programs; this is necessary in the 1970’s and will continue to be necessary 
in the future. It is true that our seminary has inaugurated a graduate program (thus far at no ex¬ 
pense to the Synod) which leads to a MAR, an STM, and a D.Min. degree. This program, however, 
is quite different from the one at St. Louis, which is an academic program training people to be 
teachers in the church, whereas our program in every case simply helps them to be better 
pastors. We offer a D.Min. degree, the St. Louis seminary offers a Th.D. degree — a far more dif¬ 
ficult degree to attain. 

It is true that sometimes in our recruitment, we will speak to the same students as St. Louis 
speaks to. 

But apart from these factors which have been the case for sometime and will continue to be the 
case, the two seminaries have never been closer together in the memory of any living person than 
they are at the present time. After the debacle at St. Louis two years ago and after a new faculty 
was established there, we have had regular meetings between the two seminaries — complete 
doctrinal agreement obtains. As a matter of fact, some of the best friends that each of us have in 
all the world, are at the other seminary than at the one at which we work. 

With the move to Fort Wayne, what might appear to be a certain amount of competition today 
will dwindle. The presidents of both seminaries are meeting with representatives of the Board for 
Higher Education to coordinate efforts. In every respect the relationship between the two 
seminaries is the finest that one could wish for. 

I hope that this short testimonial of mine as the President of Concordia Theological Seminary 
in Springfield, Fort Wayne, will dispel any idea that there is friction, misunderstanding, or undue 
competition between the schools. — Dr. Robert Preus 
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Erratum 

Professor David Scaer of Springfield noted that one of the 
sentences of his article in the last issue of Affirm should read, 

“Secondly, the Moderate position does not recognize the basic 
qualitative difference between the Spirit’s work in the writers of 
the Scriptures and in Christians who come to faith through 
those Scriptures.’’ 

He explains his meaning, “Conservatives hold that the same 
Holy Spirit who gave us the Scriptures is responsible for faith in 
the heart of the Christian, but the Spirit’s activity in each of 
these cases is of a different kind. The Moderate caucus does not 
make this distinction.” 


Letter — 

(Continued from Page 3) 

law rather than man’s desires. I believe that we are presently 
swinging back to the right, and that the world is looking for firm 
guidance. 


O. Adult Education. We need more good, practical Bible 
study guides, aimed at laymen and built around day-to-day 
needs. Perhaps home Bible classes are not the best, and you may 
not agree with the concept, but they are effective. Maybe it is 
our fault that we have not provided training or materials in any 
great number. I had such a class in our home — and looked in 
vain for materials to help me. We have fought so hard for the Bi¬ 
ble over the past years. Wouldn’t it be a shame if we now placed 
it on the shelf? There is power in that Word — but it has to speak 
to us. We need fresh, new programs that will get our members 
into God’s Word on a daily basis. 


Prof. Richard G. Korthals 
Concordia Teachers College 
River Forest, Illinois 


We Need Your Help! 

As events in Missouri indicate — some of them sum¬ 
marized on these pages — Missouri may be passing 
through her most crucial and darkest hour. 

Most of us probably thought that the sound Anaheim 
resolutions for dealing on a practical level with our dif¬ 
ficulties would shift the scene of the struggle to the dis¬ 
trict and congregational level, where it would be resolved 
within a year or so at the outside. 

Those of us responsible for publishing Affirm began to 
feel a sense of relief and hoped that we might soon be able j 
to discontinue Affirm; we anticipated a solid and united 
Missouri reemerging with its old doctrine stance clarified. 

We had good reasons to believe this; we have men 
representing historical Missouri in the Synod’s key posts; 
we have the doctrinal resolutions of New Orleans behind 
us; and building on their base, we have the practical 
resolutions of Anaheim. 

Yet as time passes it appears that the struggle in 
Missouri is deepening and that the many months to Dallas 
may prove even more crucial than the months before 
previous conventions. 

We are still confident of God’s presence and the joy in 
Christ! 

We are also confident that the many of you who have 
seen us through the struggle the past five years Affirm 
has been publishing will continue to pray for the success of 
our common cause, to work for it and to contribute toward 
it: With a circulation now over 100,000 and with in¬ 
flationary costs affecting us, you will appreciate that Af¬ 
firm needs your contributions now. 

Please help us as generously as you can now and 
throughout the year! We make our plea in the name of 
Christ and His pure Gospel. 


WALTHER MEMORIAL LUTHERAN CHURCH 

4040 W. Fond do Lac Ave. 
Milwaukee, Wis. 53216 
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“I believed, 
and therefore have 
I spoken” 

II Cor. 4:13 



Dallas, 1977, and the Districts, 1978 


At the Anaheim Convention Missouri passed Resolution 3-06 
which made clear Synod’s position on Evangelical Lutherans in 
Mission (ELIM). 

The resolution first recited the history of the founding of 
ELIM in 1973 as well as its actions since then. 

Included in this narration of ELIM’s history are quotations in 
which ELIM clearly states its purposes. 

Also included in the narration is a record of the appeals made 
in loving and fraternal manner to those belonging to ELIM or 
sympathetically acting in concert with it to refrain from most of 
the activities in which it was engaging and still is. 

Resolution 3-06 summarized Missouri’s concerns about ELIM 
in the last WHEREAS of the resolution. It reads as follows: 


WHEREAS, Although the organization known as 
ELIM (Evangelical Lutherans in Mission) is not, per 
se, an organization to be condemned in that the oppor¬ 
tunity for such an organization to be of service to God 
and His church is indeed great, nevertheless, the way 
in which ELIM has functioned since its creation has, in 
significant part, been in violation of the precepts set 
forth above, especially in its support of a competing 
seminary, its establishment of a competing mission 
program, its encouragement of congregations to 
withhold financial support from the Synod and to call 
uncertified men as pastors, and its announcement that 
it is interested in initiating an alternate system of 
teacher education. 


THE conclusions Synod reached in a series of Resolves is that 
ELIM functions in a schismatic way and violates the first object 
of Synod, that its acts are furthermore inconsistent with 
membership in Synod, show a failure to cooperate with Synod, 
and give offense by their conduct. 

Synod also concluded that those who hold positions with the 
Synod, with a District of the Synod, or with other organizations 
controlled by the Synod, and who, therefore, play active roles in 
schismatic functions are also giving offense by their conduct. 

Further, the convention asked its congregations, officers and 
boards to minister evangelically and pastorally to those who un¬ 
der their supervision are active in schismatic functions with the 
intention that “they (i) cease such roles, or (ii) disassociate 
themselves with ELIM so long as it continues those schismatic 
functions, or (iii) in conscience terminate their membership 
rather than to continue to act so as to divide and weaken it. ..” 

Synod also resolved, 

That in the case of those officers of the Synod and 
members of the faculties of synodical institutions with 
whom patient and pastoral admonition has proven 


futile, appropriate action be taken on the basis of the 
synodical Handbook; 

Synod concluded with two additional resolutions: it declared 
its willingness to listen to and discuss grievances at all ap¬ 
propriate levels in the spirit of our Lord and Savior, and it 
besought all members who dissent from Synod to follow mutual¬ 
ly adopted procedures for expressing their dissent. 

3-06 affirms, as it did to the convention and as it does to most 
of Missouri’s clergy and laity across the nation a fair, 
reasonable, and totally evangelical approach to a problem which 
has disturbed the church for some years. 


AfFIRM wonders what congregations, districts, boards and 
other official bodies within Missouri will be able to report to the 
Dallas Convention concerning the actions they took according to 
3-06! As the paragraphs of 3-06, which have been cited, make 
amply clear, this resolution calls for appropriate action taken in 
an evangelical and pastoral manner. 

If ELIM, a church within a church, can be tolerated until the 
Dallas Convention, two years after the passage of 3-06, Affirm 
predicts a confused and troubled future for Missouri. 

Moreover, as events of the last half year or so have clearly in¬ 
dicated, one of the keys to maintaining Missouri as a con¬ 
fessional church is her district presidents. They wield a tremen¬ 
dous influence within the jurisdictions they lead. That eight of 
them before Anaheim ordained Seminex grads and some of them 
ordained graduates of this school after Anaheim, indicates how 
much they help mold the direction their districts take. 

Other district presidents, in addition to these eight, have 
shown sympathy with those of liberal tendencies. They have on 
occasion shown themselves dangerous to Missouri’s doctrinal 
and confessional stance. Unless they have a major change of 
heart, they may continue to be a difficulty to the church. 

For this reason, Missourians in districts with such presidents 
should begin to look ahead to the 1978 elections of their 
presidents. 

If, after discussions with these presidents and after 
evangelical admonitions of them, they show no sign of change, 
Affirm urges that all who are concerned with confessional 
Lutheranism evaluate the doctrinal stance of these presidents 
and, if they find this stance and their actions unacceptable, that, 
they begin to think in terms of Lutheran clergy who might be 
elected to the district presidencies to replace present in¬ 
cumbents. 

May all those who must act in the matter of ELIM and in the 
matter of district presidents do so patiently, pastorally, 
evangelically, but firmly! May they do so in the name of our 
Lord and to His glory and the welfare of the whole church! 

Much has already been accomplished! These last steps remain 
to be taken in love, i 
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AELC Again 


It is the time for some plain talk. A new church body, AELC 
(Association of Evangelical Lutheran Churches), in the form of 
a federation of regional synods, hopes to get under way at a 
Chicago meeting December 4-5. Pastors trained under a liberal 
seminary regime, together with some liberal district presidents, 
are working with might and main to draw enough congregations 
out of Missouri to add yet another church denomination to the 
American scene. 

For these brothers we have some suggestions. To “tell it like 
it is’’ often is not pleasant, but it is salutary. These thoughts for 
their pondering may be blunt, but they are made in sincerity and 
in love. 

1. Brethren, please make an honest evaluation of your 
personal dilemma. What you really want is a liberalism in doc¬ 
trine and practice neither previously nor presently tolerated by 
the Missouri Synod. That Synod wishes to stay on the old paths 
was made abundantly clear at both the New Orleans and the 
Anaheim Conventions. 

Do not further deceive yourselves by talking of a “Preus grab 
for power.” You know that in our church body the presidency is 
carefully limited and that Dr. Preus operates under the same 
constitutional limitations which were in effect under Presidents 
Behnken and Harms. 

Please do not further delude yourselves with the red herring of 
alleged injustices by the St. Louis Seminary Board of Control. 
You know that the Board of Control was more than patient in 
properly following the charges against Dr. Tietjen through four¬ 
teen months of procedure and careful evaluation by three 
elected boards of Synod. Face the fact that the former faculty, 
as admitted by one of its members, simply “gambled and lost”’ 
in its monumental act of rebellion designed to force the 
capitulation of a properly constituted synodical board. 

Please, no longer repeat the falsehood that the “A 
Statement,” offered for guidance to the St. Louis Seminary 
Board of Control by President Preus, is somehow a new 
theological standard. Recognize as do even liberal theologians, 
that “A Statement” is the old Missouri doctrine and simply 
takes out of Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions what bears 
on the present doctrinal controversy. 

Please no longer repeat the canard that in the Missouri Synod 
there is a stifling of dissent. Synod, recognizing its fallibility, 
has well-established and fair procedures for hearing such dis¬ 
sent and it has been more than patient with dissenters. 

Please, face up to it that the American Lutheran Church and the 
Lutheran Church in America have all the pastors they need. 
They can use you only if you bring your parishes with you and 
many of you may not be able to deliver that package. You must, 
therefore, ask yourself whether you are simply staying in the 
Missouri Synod for the pay check in what even liberal theologian 
Richard Neuhaus has called a “sordid accommodation.” 

Please be done with all self-deception, red herrings, and side 
issues. Recognize your fundamental dilemma in wanting a doc¬ 
trinal permissiveness which is out of step with the Missouri 
Synod. 

2. Please take an honest look at what you are doing to 
congregations. Your use of God’s pulpits for constant protest, 
belittling of Synod, and castigation of the synodical administra¬ 
tion is unseemly, to say the least. The church, both in its broad 
and narrow sense, cannot be built on negativism. Your constant 
carping is resulting in parish divisions that are almost 
schizophrenic. From one congregation after another one hears 
“We had a liberal pastor. He has finally left, but our congrega¬ 


tion is a shambles, with members not speaking to each othet ,, 
Or, again, “We have a liberal pastor whose so-called serrrK;' 
are nothing but criticism and complaint, with the result that 
congregation of 430 communicants is down to an average Sun4 u 
attendance of 75.” 


Please recognize that your efforts to take congregations out f 
the Missouri Synod for a nucleus of a new church body are real®* 
an unethical proselytizing which we used to call “sher 
stealing.” ; P 


3. Please give some thought to what you are doing ^ i 
the Missouri Synod. To be sure, God uses everything, “ba*^ 
and blessing, pain and pleasure,” to achieve His purposes. Thu[, e 
some good things are coming out of this controversy. Tlf’ 
blessings of the Missouri Synod are no longer being taken fc e 
granted. Purity of doctrine is increasingly recognized for tb r 
precious divine benediction that it is. Laymen are studying th e 
Word of God as never before. Many now quite at home in th e 
Lutheran Confessions a few years ago did not even know 
they were. All of this is to the good. t 

However, at the same time, your efforts to alter Synod’s doo 
trinal position also have necessitated an appalling expenditure 
of time, thought, and energy, and a distraction from our God' 
given assignments. Please cease using pious platitudes to hid^' 
what you are really doing to our Synod. For example, Professor’ 
Robert Bertram at the August ELIM meeting said, “ELIM, 
which has always denied that it is a separate denomination, is ar* 
attempt rather to embody the confessional movement 
organizationally.” But the fact is that ELIM is actually a 
denomination with denominational programs that are in direct 
opposition to and in competition with those of our Synod. Please 
face the translation of Dr. Bertram’s sentence as saying that 
since many liberals cannot get their congregations out of Synod 
they will stay within those congregations and try to draw them 
away from Synod’s doctrinal position. 

4. Finally, take a good look at what is happening tp 
your own integrity . Your personal unresolved dilemma spelled 
out above must take some toll on you in a constant state of un¬ 
happiness, discontentment and frustration. Failing to face the 
fact that in the real world we sometimes lose, your tears of self- 
pity represent a steady erosion of your own integrity. 

You repeatedly say that Synod is evil and corrupt, that its doc¬ 
trinal position is a sub-Lutheran one which silences the Gospel, 
that Missouri is dead and that the dead should be left to bury the 
dead. In making those charges you either are knowingly lying or 
else voicing your honest convictions. We refuse to believe that 
you are lying. If, then, that is what you really believe about the 
Missouri Synod, have the courage of your convictions and do not 
sell your souls for a mess of pottage by remaining in a church 
body whose stand, in your opinion, is contrary to the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ. 


SoME wonderful things are happening in the Missouri Synod. 
The schools which supply the pastors for our pulpits and the 
teachers for our parochial schools are flourishing. The 
rebuilding at our St. Louis Seminary has taken place far beyond 
anyone’s fondest dreams and prayers. Its present total enroll¬ 
ment of 354 is 70 higher than last year, 160 over the previous year 
and almost four times the number of those who remained on the 
campus after the walkout of faculty and students in the spring of 
1974. 


(Continued on Page 7) 
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What About Missouri’s ‘Tradition’? 


PRESIDENT Preus of The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod 
appointed fifteen professors, pastors and laymen to a committee 
called “Advisory Committee on Doctrine and Conciliation 
(ACDC),” who were asked to define the doctrinal issues as seen 
by these men relative to the doctrinal differences that had sur¬ 
faced in the LCMS during the last decade, if not even earlier 
than ten years ago. In May, 1976 the report of the ACDC was 
released to the Lutheran public in which the two groups, called 
in the Report the “moderates” and the “conservatives” set 
forth position papers on (1) Inspiration and Inerrancy, (2) 
Gospel and Scripture, (3) Historical-Critical Method, (4) Third 
Use of the Law. These comprised Part I of the Report, while 
Part II gave the moderate proposals for solving the doctrinal 
problems facing the Synod, followed in turn by the conservative 
proposals. The 147-page Report concludes with two appendices. 
A careful reading of this document clearly shows that since 1947 
(the year of the centennial of the LCMS) some serious doctrinal 
differences have arisen which also effect the practice of the 
Synod relative to those Lutherans and Christians who are in doc¬ 
trinal disagreement with the LCMS and also have different 
church religious practices. 

The reasons for the appointment of this 15-man committee are 
given by Dr. J. A. 0. Preus in the foreword as follows: 

For many years, going back to the administrations of 
President Behnken and President Harms, the Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod has been involved in doctrinal 
controversy. Charges and counter charges of doctrinal 
difference within the Synod have abounded. These 
matters came to a head and were the central focus of 
attention at the 1973 synodical convention. At this con¬ 
vention “A Statement of Scriptural and Confessional 
Principles” was adopted by the Synod as a “more for¬ 
mal and comprehensive statement of belief” (1973 
Resolution 3-01), and that which has been referred to as 
a “faculty majority position” was rejected. Following 
the 1973 convention, charges, including charges of false 
doctrine, were brought against the president of Concor¬ 
dia Seminary and he was suspended from office. 

Dr. Preus claimed that for a number of years confusion 
characterized the doctrinal discussions in the LCMS and this 
was especially the situation since the New Orleans Convention. 
Because of this confusion the Synodical President, after con¬ 
sultation with the Council of Presidents, the Board of Directors, 
and the Committee on Theology and Church Relations, ap¬ 
pointed the ACDC. The committee was composed of 
“moderates” who were: Dr. James Childs, Jr., Mr. Walter A. 
Christopher, Dr. Carl A. Gaertner, Dr. Lloyd H. Goetz, Dr. 
Ralph W. Klein, Dr. A. Lischer and Reverend Samuel Roth. The 
conservatives group consisted of the following: Dr. Karl L, 
Barth, the Reverend Wm. T. Eggers, Dr. Arthur Graudin, Dr. H. 
Armin Moellering, Dr. Robert D. Preus, Dr. Don Ridgeway and 
Dr. Lorenz Wunderlich. 


JDY December, 1975 the completed report was delivered to 
President Preus and was sent out to the clergy of The Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod in May, 1976. Additional copies may be 
purchased from Concordia Publishing House at $2.00 per copy or 
$7.50 in lots of five (cash with order). 

The Lutheran Witness issue of August 29, 1976 has a letter 
signed by the moderate group complaining “that barely a month 
after our report reached the light of day, this piece put out by the 


synodical administration undercuts virtually everything we 
tried to say about the Scriptures during the 15 months of our serv¬ 
ices on the committee.” The letter of protest refers to “Walk¬ 
ing Together,” which while not specifically referring to the 
moderates of the ACDC report claims that some (unnamed) in 
the Synod take the position that only certain parts of the Bible 
are to be regarded as the Word of God, implying that this is the 
moderate stance. 

The moderates of the ACDC in their portion of the Report 
stated: “The Scriptures are the inspired Word of God and 
therefore the only norm of doctrine and practice ... The inspira¬ 
tion of the Scriptures is verbal (i.e., the Holy Spirit inspired the 
very words of Scripture) and it is plenary (i.e., all the Scripture 
is inspired) (Inspiration and Inerrancy, pp. 2-3). In the document 
of Gospel and Scripture, p. 38 the assertion is made: ‘The Scrip¬ 
tures are the written Word of God.’ In the moderate section 
treating of the Historical-Critical Method, p. 74, this statement 
is found: ‘All sides in the present controversy affirm the authori¬ 
ty of the Holy Scriptures as the very Word of God.’ ” 


SlNCE supposedly both the conservatives and moderates 
believe the Old and New Testaments are the inspired Word of 
God and appear to hold to the fact that every Word is inspired by 
God, it is extremely puzzling why such serious theological 
differences should have arisen in the Synod especially during the 
last two decades, although there were rumblings between 1940 
and 1950. In explaining the differences the moderates in their 
letter to The Lutheran Witness state that they have 
recommended that all controverted issues “take seriously the 
principles of letting Scripture alone be our source and norm for 
doctrine.” In confessional Lutheranism the sola Scriptura 
(Scripture alone) principle, as well as in the history of The 
Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, this has been a basic presup¬ 
position when establishing church doctrine and practice. Since 
both sides in the controversy claim to draw all their teachings 
pertaining to belief and practice only from Holy Writ, why then 
these doctrinal differences? 

The answer of the moderates, as given in The 
Lutheran Witness letter is: “What we have ad¬ 
vocated from the beginning is a fresh look at Scripture 
itself in all controverted issues and taking seriously the 
principle of letting Scripture alone be our source and 
norm for doctrine. ‘Walking Together’ indicates clearly 
once again that in our Synod tradition is really the 
norm in our doctrinal disagreements. Any view other 
than the traditional is “doubting” or even “rejecting 
Bible teachings.” 

The LCMS doctrinal stance is here labelled as a “tradition,” 
one which is supposedly not in harmony with the Holy Scrip¬ 
tures. In the past history of the LCMS the latter has interpreted 
the Bible in such a way of setting forth doctrinal statements and 
taken positions on ethical questions which the moderates claim 
do not reflect a correct stance, yes, even amount to false inter¬ 
pretation of the Scripture. So the readers of The Lutheran 
Witness are to believe that the moderates are not establishing a 
tradition inimical to the Bible’s teachings but truthfully and 
reliably explicating its important teachings. Thus we are sup¬ 
posed to have the following contrasts: Scripture plus tradition 
(Missouri Synod) versus Scripture alone (Moderates). 

(Continued on Page 6) 
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Some years ago historian Charles M. Andrews wrote: 

When a stranger asked Parson Phillips of the South 
Church at Andover if he were “the parson who serves 
here,” he received the reply, “I am, sir, the parson 
who rules here” . . . 1 


The Historical Predicament 

HUMOROUSLY, but aptly, Professor Andrews has suggested 
a perennial predicament facing Christians committed to con¬ 
gregational polity. 

I. On the one hand they are fully persuaded that Con¬ 
gregationalism is pre-eminently the New Testament form of 
church-order. As John Theodore Mueller observed, 

... the correct, Scriptural principle (is) that the local 
church is divinely appointed and is vested not only with 
the Office of the Keys, but with supreme authority to 
direct all matters pertaining to church polity ... 2 

Or, as Henry Eyster Jacobs wrote, “it is never to be forgotten 
that all the power of the Church exists in its smallest congrega¬ 
tion, and is not derived by the local assemblies through large 
Particular Churches . . .”3 Quite simply, the New Testament 
“does not provide for a long and complicated series of agencies, 
whereby we may reach Christ and Christ may reach us.” 4 

II. On the other hand, however, a candid congregationalist 
must confess that this system of church order can quickly 
degenerate into church dis- order. 

Historically, this has taken one of two forms — separatism 
and clericalism. 


SEPARATISM is ecclesiastical isolationism. It means the 
segregation of a congregation from the larger Christian com¬ 
munity. Usually this practice is called “independency” to 
differentiate it from true Congregationalism. Withdrawal from 
fellowship with other Christian churches can be caused by doc¬ 
trinal aberration (heresy) or by social and personal animosity 
(schism). Such non-doctrinal factors include language, 
ecclesiastical customs, forms, usages, and life-styles. 

A “malicious independency” can be motivated by spite and 
uncharitableness, whereas a “non-malicious independency” can 
be caused simply by ignorance, prejudice, or indifference to 
Christian brethren. Whatever the source, independency leads to 
a multiplication of rival congregations in a community, their 
mutual hostility, and the reduction of the Church of Jesus Christ 
to impotency and mediocrity. From this anarchy may come 
tyranny. Excessive and irresponsible fragmentation may even¬ 
tually result in some sort of compulsory unification of the 
churches. Something like this occurred in antiquity as the early 
Christians abused the privilege of congregational order, plunged 
the churches into the pitfalls of heresy and schism, and finally 
ended up under the absolute rule of the Roman papacy. 


CLERICALISM is a related phenomenon. It is the tyranny of 
the clergy over the laity. Frequently it begins on the local level 
as a pastor talks of “his church” or “my church.” Perhaps 
clericalism may begin simply because of the “cult of per¬ 
sonality.” Like Parson Phillips of Andover, the parish pastor 
may regard himself as the lord of his flock, as the “pope-in¬ 
residence.” Somewhere along the line the messenger and the 
message become confused — and even identified. 

At this point exaggerated notions concerning the privilege of 
the office of the ministry may be introduced. Either way, the 


Why 

Some Historical , Biblic 

people are manipulated to serve the needs of the preacher, and 
the pastor ceases to be Christ’s minister to their spiritual needs. 
This problem was already present in the New Testament. Paul 
saw how suddenly congregationalsim in Corinth occasioned the 
appearance of “pulpiteers” and “prima donnas.” The Apostle 
chided the Christians in Corinth for saying “ ‘I belong to Paul’ or 
‘I belong to Apollos,’ or ‘I belong to Cephas,’ or ‘I belong to 
Christ’ ” (I Corinthians 1:12 RSV). 

That this division (a kind of clerical independency) was due to 
clashing personalities and not to differing theologies has been 
demonstrated by the German scholar, Dr. Karl Graul. He 
wrote: “Paul, Cephas, and Apollos, however, differed in their 
doctrine not as to matter; the appelations ‘of Paul, of Apollos, of 
Cephas’ originated only in a party spirit which looked to the per¬ 
son rather than the matter.” 5 

Or, Dr. Martin Luther, commenting on the same text, 
remarked: “Here you must not speak empty words, but confess 
Christ freely, whether Luther, Claus, or George have preached 
him. Do not regard the person, but confess the doctrine.”6 To 
disregard Luther’s counsel and to exalt the person (or parson) at 
the expense of the theology and unity of the churches, is the 
spirit of Anti-Christ. It places a person, the pastor, in the posi¬ 
tion of honor that only Christ should occupy. 

Once this was accepted on the congregational level in the an¬ 
cient church, it was but a matter of time until one parish pastor, 
or bishop, came to predominate over the others. Rome’s Senior 
Minister, the Pope, by the cult of personality and by a false 
sense of clerical privilege, upstaged his thousands of rivals in 
lesser towns and villages and made himself the one prima donna 
in the churches. 

Once again anarchy led to tyranny — as congregational liberty 
was lost — first to the pretensions of the parish pastor, then to 
the pretensions of the Roman Pope. But does it really matter 
whether we have one Pope in Rome — or a thousand-and-one 
mini-popes, one per parish, scattered in every city? The mood is 
that of “the son of perdition, who opposes and exalts himself 
against every so-called god or object of worship, so that he takes 
his seat in the temple of God, proclaiming himself to be God” (II 
Thessolians 1:4 RSV). 

But Biblical Christianity knows a way to preserve genuine Con¬ 
gregationalism. It is the practice of the association of con¬ 
gregations in synods. In such a fashion separatism, clericalism, 
anarchy and tyranny are all successfully avoided and Christian 
liberty, empathy, and unity are preserved. 

The Biblical Precedent 

word “synod” is derived from the Greek, synodos, 
meaning “a meeting.” In pagan times there were meetings 
devoted to all kinds of matters from athletic games to political 
elections. In Christian usage the term “synod” first referred to 
“a council or assembly of churches.” “Synod” was often used as 
a synonym for “association,” “consociation,” “congress,” 
“conference,” or “council.” 

Our Lutheran fathers were well informed concerning the 
Biblical and patristic custom of convening synods. “In coun¬ 
cils,” wrote Caspar Brochmann, the Orthodox Danish 
theologian, “the teachers and delegates of the church are 
assembled.” David Hollazius saw a council or synod as being 
composed not merely of “the presiding officers, not only 
bishops, teachers, and pastors, but laymen also, well versed in 
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sacred literature, godly lovers of truth and peace, delegated by 
the churches to give their vote concerning the subjects 
proposed.” Brochmann also emphasized the role of the laity in 
such councils “provided they be experienced and skillful in 
sacred matters, godly and peace loving.” 

As to the work of such a council, or synod, Andrew Quenstedt 
felt that the delegates “formally assembled for the purpose of 
deciding questions concerning the doctrine of faith and prac¬ 
tice.” In another context Quenstedt elaborated on this 
statement: “The subjects with which councils are occupied are 
questions concerning the doctrines of faith, the practical duties, 
and the ceremonies of the Church of Christ.” Brochmann stress¬ 
ed that synods have the task “committed by the entire commun¬ 
ion of believers of examining and deciding concerning the 
public interpretation of doctrine in doubtful and controverted 
points.” Hollazius concurred that “councils possess great 
authority, and this is both decretory (in establishing good 
order, and appointing rites, and correcting the morals of the 
church, in order that all things may be done decently and in 
order) (I Corinthians 14:40), and decisive (in doctrine in 
faith).” 

Such “synods” or “councils” could be held occasionally, 
sproadically, periodically, or regularly. They were held for the 
purpose of mutual consultation and have a double meaning: 
a synod was a parliament composed of representatives of the 
churches, meeting at intervals for stated doctrinal and practical 
business; a synod was also a set of programs and agencies 
* created by the churches to accomplish particular tasks of 
ministry. Synod came to mean both public deliberation and com¬ 
mon endeavor by churches of a common confession, i 

The theologians of the Age of Lutheran Orthodoxy had a 
healthy respect for synods because they saw them as the 
safeguard of doctrinal purity, fraternal unity, and Christian 
liberty. As such salutary institutions, synods rested on Biblical 
precedents in both the Old and New Testaments. 

In the Old Testament, after the exodus, as the children of 
Israel moved through the wilderness, 

. . . The Lord said to Moses, “Gather for me seventy 
men of the elders of Israel, whom you know to be the 
elders of the people and officers over them, and bring 
them to the tent of meeting, and let them take their 
stand there with you. And I will come down and talk 
with you there; and I will take some of the spirit which 
is upon you and put it upon them; and they shall bear 
the burden of the people with you, that you may not 
bear it yourself alone.” (Numbers 11:16, 17 RSV). 

Or again, Moses taught that if there was 

... any case within your towns which is too difficult for 
you, then you shall arise and go up to the place which 
the Lord your God will choose, and coming to the 
Levitical priests, and to the judge who is in office in 
those days, you shall consult them, and they shall 
declare to you the decision. Then you shall do according 
to what they declare to you from that place which the 
Lord will choose; and you shall be careful to do ac¬ 
cording to all that they direct you . . . (Deuteronomy 
17:8-10 RSV). 

Still later, Samuel called councils or synods, for we read that 
“all the elders of Israel gathered together and came to Samuel 


at Ramah” (I Samuel 8:4 RSV). As today individuals and 
families form congregations, which are then represented in syn¬ 
ods, so in ancient Israel individuals and families formed tribes, 
which were represented in national councils. David the King 
celebrated this practice in poetry, writing of 

Jerusalem, built as a city 

which is bound firmly together, 
to which the tribes go up, 
the tribes of the Lord, 
as was decreed for Israel, 

to give thanks to the name of the 
Lord. 

There thrones for judgment were 
set, 

the thrones of the house of 
David. (Psalm 122:3-5 RSV). 

The conciliar or synodical principle was well-known among 
God’s people of the Old Covenant. 

Not only in the Jewish but also in the Christian church councils 
or synod were to be prominent. In the New Testament we learn¬ 
ed of a synod convened in Jerusalem in A.D. 50 to settle the ques¬ 
tion of the conditions for the inclusion of Gentile members in the 
churches. This synod not only decided the matter but had the 
right to rebuke the Judaizers as well. A general letter was 
issued: 

The brethren, both the apostles and the elders, to the 
brethren who are of the Gentiles in Antioch and Syria 
and Cilicia, greeting. Since we have heard that some 
persons from us have troubled you with words, unset¬ 
tling your minds, although we gave them no instruc¬ 
tions, it has seemed good to us in assembly to choose 
men and send them to you with our beloved Barnabas 
and Paul . . . (Acts 15:23-25 RSV). 

The consequence was that Paul and Silas went through 
Anatolia, and 

... as they went on their way through the cities, they 
delivered to them for observance the decisions which 
had been reached by the apostles and elders who were 
at Jerusalem so the churches were strengthened in the 
faith, and they increased in numbers daily. (Acts 16:4,5 
RSV). 

Hollazius believed all synods were “inaugurated by the 
renowned apostolic conference at Jerusalem.” The New Testa¬ 
ment churches saw such mutual consultation and cooperation as 
the way to maintain both Congregationalism and con- 
fessionalism. This is further suggested by the fact that Paul sent 
an encyclical letter to the Ephesian Christians, St. John the 
Divine received a revelation designed for “the seven churches 
that are in Asia” (Revelation 1:4 RSV), and St. Peter addressed 
himself “to the exiles of the dispersion in Pontus, Galatia, Cap¬ 
padocia, Asia, and Bithynia” (I Peter 1:1 RSV). Primitive 
Christianity was thoroughly familiar with synodical principles 
and practice. 


A Practical Development 


ThROUGH the subsequent centuries it has been obvious to 
believers that the Lord Jesus Christ has commanded us to do 
things which, under ordinary circumstances, the average con¬ 
gregational cannot do alone. For this reason churches join 
together to establish 


. . . educational and benevolent institutions . . . 
Missionary Boards and Societies, and all other agen¬ 
cies for the dissemination of God’s Word, the supply 


(Continued on Page 6) 


